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ABSTRACT
Cross-linguistic morphosyntactic influence in bilingual speakers of Jamaican Creole and
Jamaican English
Bilingualism in Jamaica is of considerable consequence, as most individuals are early
bilinguals, speaking both a variety of Jamaican Creole (JC) from birth and having standardized
English (sE) as the language of instruction in education. Immigrants from Jamaica to the United
States are an ideal population to examine how cross-linguistic influence (CLI) impacts
morphosyntax as JC and sE differ in morphosyntactic constructions, including verb tensemarking, subject-verb agreement, and copula use. While much of the work in the field of CLI
has examined spoken language pairs with varying degrees of similarity (or difference) between
the languages, examining CLI in a language paired with a creole lexified from that language has
yet to be investigated.
This study investigated whether CLI of morphosyntax, including verb tense-marking,
subject-verb agreement, and copula inclusion, is bidirectional; that is, whether CLI can be
observed between the L1 (Jamaican Creole) to the L2 (standardized English, sE) in both
directions. We examined sentences and narratives for two groups of bilingual speakers—an
Immigrant group residing in the U.S. and a Non-immigrant group residing in Jamaica—to
analyze morphosyntactic production. We also investigated which internal and external factors
contribute to bidirectional CLI. Evaluating language samples collected from bilingual speakers
on controlled and less controlled tasks, we reasoned, provides a unique opportunity to observe
how these two languages might influence each other in the same speaker.
Our findings show bidirectional CLI in both groups, with the Immigrant group exhibiting
more cross-linguistic influence from the L2 to the L1. By contrast, the Non-immigrant group
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exhibited greater L1 to L2 CLI than the Immigrant group, possibly as a result of greater use of
the L1. Sociolinguistic factors were analyzed and indicated that variables linked to increased
language use in either the L1 or L2 resulted in more CLI from that language. This study provides
valuable information about the variation in both Jamaican Creole and Jamaican English. This
information is crucial to understanding how healthy adult bilingual speakers of Jamaican Creole
and Jamaican English produce morphosyntax, which will benefit our understanding of what
occurs in adults with acquired language disorders.
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1. General introduction
1.1 Introduction
The way two languages of bilingual speakers interact with each other gives rise to
interesting questions about the way these speakers use their languages. On the one hand, the
languages may have minimal influence on each other, while on the other hand the influence may
be such that the two languages become almost indistinguishable. That is, some bilingual speakers
may exhibit minimal cross-linguistic influence (CLI) while for others CLI is more prominent
(e.g., Pallier et al., 2003). Some may continue to use their first language (L1) functionally while
others may lose competence to varying degrees across the different language domains with
increasing exposure to a second language (L2) during acquisition of the L2 and beyond (e.g.,
Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002).
The study explores the role of sociolinguistic factors in modulating CLI on verb
morphology in bilingual speakers of Jamaican Creole (JC) and Jamaican English (JE). Previous
research has demonstrated that bilingual individuals exhibit changes (both phonological and
morphosyntactic) to the L1 when immersed in the environment of the L2 (e.g., Higby & Obler,
2016). However, immersion in the L2 environment may not be the sole factor that drives CLI.
Other factors, such as language use, attitudes toward the languages, motivation for use of the
languages, self-rated proficiency, and self-reported language effort all are likely to contribute to
such changes as well (e.g., Heredia, 1997; Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002; Cook, 2003).
1.2 Theories of cross-linguistic influence
1.2.1 Theory of multicompetence
Researchers in the field of bilingualism have not only attempted to characterize what
happens in CLI, but also why there is influence between the L1 and L2. Cook (1992, 2003)
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discussed how a bilingual can achieve native-like proficiency in both the L1 and L2 under a
mechanism that he called multi-competence. The theory of multi-competence proposes that
internalized grammars of native-like L2 users are not the same as those of monolingual speakers
of the respective languages, given that the process of acquisition differs between these two types
of speakers. Though their linguistic performance might be similar to that of monolinguals,
evidence suggests that monolinguals and bilinguals represent and process the shared language
differently (Balcom, 2003; Cook, 2003). For example, Cook, Iarossi, Stellakis and Tokumaru
(2003) found that when bilingual participants (L1—Japanese, Greek or Spanish, L2—English)
were given three words (two nouns and a verb) and were instructed to create a sentence,
bilingual participants performed differently from their respective monolingual peers. The
Japanese-English bilingual speakers relied more heavily on features like animacy when asked to
determine the subject in given sentences compared to monolingual Japanese speakers. This
difference did not necessarily reflect specific influence from English, but rather reflected a
greater reliance on influence from the L1 than from those who did not have any input from an L2
(Cook et al., 2003).
1.2.2 The competition model
Another explanation regarding CLI in bilingual individuals is the competition model
(CM; MacWhinney, 1987; 1992), which posits that L2 learners use information from the L1 to
acquire and process the L2 phonology, lexicon, syntax and morphosyntax. The CM posits that an
L2 learner uses strategies (i.e., cue weighting) from the L1 for L2 processing, but based on the
language pair, the weight given these cues will vary during learning and processing. The L2
learner uses these strategies to determine what aspects of the L1 directly map to the L2, what
information from the L1 requires some alteration before being helpful for L2 learning, and what
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parts of the L1 do not aid in L2 learning or make it more difficult. Although the CM explains L1
to L2 influence, it has been criticized for not providing an adequate explanation for language
influence in the opposite direction—from L2 to the L1 (e.g., Hohenstein, Eisenberg & Naigles,
2006). However, the CM incorporates age of acquisition into its model and predicts that there
would be more L2 to L1 influence in early bilingual speakers (before puberty) than in late
bilingual speakers (after puberty), because early bilingual speakers have had more practice early
in life to solidify patterns of the L2. In contrast, the CM predicts that there would be more L1 to
L2 transfer in late bilingual speakers compared to early bilingual speakers due to increased
practice and use of the L1 compared to the L2.
1.2.3 Age of acquisition
While age of L2 acquisition can begin to explain variability in bidirectional CLI, it may
also be a crucial factor for how much CLI occurs and in what contexts. To investigate this
question, Montrul (2002) examined Spanish-English bilinguals and found that early bilinguals
produced less consistent marking of both tense and aspect in the L1 (Spanish) when compared to
that of late bilinguals and monolingual Spanish speakers. This finding shows the early impact of
the L2 (English) on the L1, but when the L2 was acquired later, the L1 grammars of these later
bilinguals were more stabilized. Many bilingual speakers have variable or incomplete L2
acquisition impacting production of tense/aspect and mood morphology (Silva-Corvalán, 1994;
Montrul, 2002). Age and manner of acquisition may be crucial to the ability to learn tense/aspect
and mood morphology; later acquisition results in more CLI with tense and aspect marking from
the L1 to the L2.
This notion of a more stabilized grammar for the L1 may begin to explain morphological
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errors in later L2 learners. In learning an L2 early, there can be variability in the use of both
nominal and verbal inflectional morphology. Nominal morphology is number, gender, and case
agreement applied to the noun or noun phrase elements. Verbal morphology is tense, aspect, and
mood applied to the verb. This variability in inflection can manifest as the presence or absence of
inflection markers as well as the accuracy of their use (Montrul, 2011). For example, Hyams
(1996) found omission errors for tense and agreement morphology in multilingual children
speaking English, French, and Dutch.
Late L2 learners exhibit more errors of substitution, whereas early L2 learners commonly
show omission errors (Montrul, 2011). Learning an L2 as a child usually results in overcoming
these morphological errors and allow them to achieve native-like proficiency. When acquiring
and mastering an L2 in adulthood, many of these errors persist (e.g., Lardiere, 2007). This, again,
differs from monolingual adult speakers, who typically make a very limited number of
grammatical errors (less than 3%; Montrul, 2011), compared to the larger number observed in
late L2 learners. The explanation for differences in number of morphological errors may be
attributed to either reflecting a difference in how the grammar is represented and/or processed
during production.
1.2.4 The natural order hypothesis
The natural order hypothesis (Krashen, 1987), based, in part, on Dulay & Burt’s (1974)
findings with learners of English as a second language, proposed that there is a predictable order
of L2 morpheme acquisition. His natural order hypothesis suggests that for English as a second
language, some grammatical structures are mastered earlier than others. Moreover, the order of
morpheme acquisition in English is consistent across individuals and relatively independent of
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the L1 of the speaker (Krashen, 2003). Arguments against natural order suggest there are
exceptions to order of acquisition, and maintain that morphosyntactic acquisition is, at least,
partially dependent on the L1 (e.g., Schmidt, 1990).
The natural order hypothesis is one of five models for second language acquisition. A
major difference across these models focuses on the question of whether L2 acquisition is active
versus passive, i.e., formal language instruction vs. immersed exposure (Krashen, 1987). When
an individual implicitly acquires L2 morphosyntax, the learner is focused on meaning rather than
form. This is different from formal language learning, which in Krashen’s model is a conscious
process, involving formal instruction. Krashen hypothesizes that formal learning is less effective
than implicit acquisition (Krashen, 1987). Another key factor in L2 learning is what Krashen
refers to as the affective filter, where barriers to language acquisition are caused by negative
emotions or not wanting to learn a language. These affective factors act as a filter between the
speaker and listener, and prevent processing of language input by the L2 listener. When this
negative affective filter is attenuated or removed, individuals can process language input and
acquire an L2. This claim is in line with other literature on attitudes and motivation, as
motivation to learn and positive attitudes contribute to L2 learning (e.g., Samad, Etemadzadeh, &
Far, 2012).
1.2.5 The declarative-procedural model
Another model that can be used to generate predictions of what factors can impact CLI is
the declarative-procedural model (Ullman, 2005),This model addresses how age of acquisition,
manner of acquisition, and proficiency level affect neural representations of language. According
to Ullman (2005), there are two distinct memory systems: 1) a declarative system underlying the
learning and explicit instruction of information, which is also responsible for the lexical

5

processing of sounds and meanings, 2) a procedural system, which is highly specialized for
sequences, acquisition, and expression of grammatical rules, i.e., syntax and morphology (see
Ullman, 2005 for a comprehensive discussion). This model also incorporates factors such as
when and how one learns an L2 and how these factors influence the type of memory used to
process such information (Ullman, 2005, 2015).
According to the declarative-procedural model, early L2 learners who are immersed in an
L2 environment acquire the L2 using procedural memory. Late L2 learners who participate in
formal language instruction acquire the second language using declarative memory. For the
purposes of language learning, procedural memory is tapped for the processing of rule-based
sequences, specifically, syntax and morphology, whereas declarative memory is tapped for the
processing of storing information, such as word knowledge, including irregular morphology, and
figurative language forms such as idioms (Ullman, 2015). For late L2 learners, declarative
memory then relies on explicit knowledge and may exhibit more influence from the L1 (Ullman
and Pierpont, 2005).
1.3 Internal and external sociolinguistic factors for cross-linguistic influence
While some have reported on the CLI in early L2 acquisition by focusing on the specific
linguistic targets (e.g., Obler & Albert, 1978; Bialystock, 2001:4; Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002),
others have focused on the contribution of sociolinguistic variables to changes in language
proficiency. Internal factors critical to bilingual proficiency include self-rated proficiency level,
language use, motivation, and individual attitudes toward the two languages (Masgoret &
Gardner, 2003; Pavlenko & Malt, 2011). Additionally, external factors—such as immersion in
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the L2 environment, length of residence, and age of arrival—have also been shown to impact
bilingual language proficiency (e.g., Flege, Yeni-Komshian, & Liu, 1999; Flege & Liu, 2001).
The same internal and external factors that enhance language proficiency can contribute
to CLI and may change over the lifespan due to lifestyle, educational, and occupational demands.
(e.g., de Bot & Clyne, 1989). Furthermore, proficiency levels in the two languages can change
later in life regardless of age of acquisition or amount of use over the lifespan (e.g., Kohnert,
2013: 212) due to factors such as migration, occupational demands, and educational experiences.
Changes in language proficiency may not be evenly distributed across all aspects of language—
regardless of the reason for the change in proficiency. While phonology has historically been
explored as a measure of proficiency (e.g., Higby & Obler, 2016; Baker and Trofimovich, 2005),
investigating morphosyntax allows for exploration of the underlying mechanisms responsible for
CLI.
1.4 Cross-linguistic influence
The same sociolinguistic factors that contribute to increased L2 learning can also
contribute to CLI. As with L2 learning, CLI is affected by motivation and attitudes associated
with the L1, with both influencing language use and maintenance of language proficiency.
According to Paradis (1993) retrieving a word in either the L1 or L2 is related to its activation
threshold—that is, the lower the activation threshold, the more easily accessible the word, and
the higher the activation threshold, the more difficulty accessing the word (e.g., de Bot, 2004;
Dijkstra & Van Heuven, 2002; Green, 1998; Paradis, 1997). The activation threshold is related to
how much/often language (e.g., a word) is used although activation thresholds are just one
explanation. Some have posited that frequency and recency of use determine the activation
threshold (e.g., Paradis, 2004), thus frequency of language use lowers the activation threshold
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and improves the accessibility of the lexicon. A negative attitude toward the L1 may reduce the
frequency of use of the language in general, thus impacting the frequency of use of words, which
would raise the L1 activation threshold (Heckhausen, 2012; Pavlenko, 2000). The decreased
activation is posited to result in a simplification or impoverishment of the L1, which can
contribute to CLI.
If JC-JE individuals move from Jamaica to the US, how might immigration impact the
management of their two languages? By moving to an L2 environment (and with the expected
increase in use of the L2), CLI between the two languages is likely to occur. Exploring CLI in
such a situation may lead to observing the sort of changes recorded by Pavlenko (2004):
borrowing structures from the L2 into the L1 (e.g., introducing sE words into JC); restructuring
L2 items into the L1, which can result in a partial change of L1 (e.g., incorporating L2 syntactic
rules into L1 syntactic rules, resulting in a partially new structure); convergence of items from
both languages resulting in a unique form (e.g., producing consonants between the L1 and L2,
where a new phoneme forms); and shifting of the L1 forms toward the L2 norm (e.g.,
incorporating L2 rules into LI grammar). Borrowing can be a type of lexical enrichment as forms
are added. The types of CLI that result in structural changes to the L1 and L2 as the L2 is
acquired are particularly interesting because rather than a loss of a form, the result is a
modification of an existing form or creation of a new structure. CLI can be characterized by
influence across all levels, including phonology, lexicon, morphosyntax, and pragmatics (e.g.,
Schmid & Köpke, 2009).
Competition between the two language systems may also lead to CLI (e.g., Hahne &
Frederici, 2001; Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002). For example, diminishing use of the L1 may
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eventually lead to L1 attrition (language loss) due to the presence, acquisition, and eventual
dominance of the L2 system (Schmid & Köpke, 2009). With increasing use of the L2 and the
simultaneous reduction of L1 use, a structural simplification of the L1 may occur (Pallier et al.,
2003; Schmid & Köpke, 2009). Even with high levels of L1 input, acquisition of the L2 can have
a negative effect on the status of the L1. For example, native speakers of Turkish living in the
Netherlands exhibited word order violations in Turkish, despite a high level of input from other
Turkish speakers (Doğruöz & Backus, 2007). This change in syntactic structure, despite a high
level of proficiency and continued use of the L1 in the L2 context, reflects the vulnerability of
language systems when a new system is introduced and used consistently.
1.4.1 Cross-linguistic influence in Jamaican Creole
It is interesting to examine CLI on the morphosyntax of JC-JE bilinguals because of the
unique relationship between JC, as a creole language and English, a language which contributed
to the formation of the creole. JC is an English creole that developed when West African slaves
were brought to Jamaica. Due to communication needs, the slaves and the enslavers created a
lingua franca—with the syntax and morphology from a number of West African languages
(suspected to be from the Kwa and Kru families) and lexifiers from the colonial language of the
island, English. This common language became what is now known as Jamaican Creole (JC),
locally referred to as Patois/Patwa (e.g. Durrleman, 2008; Lefebvre, 2004). JC morphosyntax
uses markers similar to those of the West African languages (e.g., Lefebvre, 2004). For example,
instead of inflectional markers to code time, JC codes verbs pre-verbally with markers such as
ben or did to indicate past tense. Lexically, JC consists of some common items and many
cognates with English and at times can sound like English, but with a distinct morphosyntactic
structure than that of standardized English (sE).
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Unlike sE, in JC morphosyntax there is no copula use (referred to as zero-copula
structure), a lack of inflections to indicate verb tense, and a lack of subject-verb agreement
(SVA). While SVA and copula use (COP) are zero-marked, JC uses pre-verbal markers to
indicate verb tense (Patrick, 1999b). That is, JC uses markers placed before the verb to indicate
time. For example, the English phrase I came in JC would be Mi ben kom or Mi did kom. The
bare stem form of the verb (e.g., kom) is used together with a pre-verbal marker (e.g., ben, did) to
signal time/tense. Examples of morphosyntactic differences related to SVA, COP, and verb tense
marking can be found in Table 1.
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Table 1 - Morphosyntactic differences between English and Jamaican Creole
Form in English

English example

Form in Jamaican

Jamaican Creole example

Creole (mesolect)

Copula

Is, am, are

I am happy

Zero-marking

Mi ⌀ happy

Copula (past)

Was, were

He was happy

Zero-marking

(H)im ⌀ happy

Verb tense (past)

-ed

He washed his face

Pre-verbal marker (ben,

(H)im did wash ‘im face

did)

Subject-verb

-s or -es

He washes his face

Zero-marking

(H)im wash⌀ ‘im face

inflection

Bilingual speakers living in Jamaica typically speak JC from birth in informal situations,
at home, or with friends, while standardized English (sE) is the language of educational
instruction, government, and the justice system – and is formally introduced in school.
Depending on the home environment, socioeconomic status, educational experience, and
occupational demands, bilingual speakers will have varying levels of language proficiency in
both languages (Nero, 2014).
It is crucial to note that the focus of the study is discussing Jamaican Creole (JC), which
is considered by many linguists to be a separate language from English. This is different from a
Jamaican variety of English, which also exists, and is referred to in the literature as Jamaican
11

English (JE) (Patrick, 1999a). Characterizing JC as a language rather than a dialect is a complex
issue as there is a lack of agreed upon criterion specifying at what point a dialect changes from
being a variety of the same language to deserving status as a separate language. However, many
researchers agree that JC and JE are sufficiently different that they should be characterized as
distinct languages, rather than two varieties of English (e.g., Durrleman, 2008; Patrick, 1999a;
Nero, 2014). Therefore, for the purposes of this dissertation, JC will be characterized as its own
language, as the many differences in morphosyntax, phonology, and lexicon are sufficiently
different from JE to warrant this characterization.
Similarly, the spoken English (JE) of this bilingual group may not be the same as the
standardized version of English (sE) seen in standardized tests, but rather is a Jamaican variety of
English due to the influence from the other spoken languages—in this case Jamaican Creole
(Otheguy, García, & Reid, 2015). Henceforth, this paper will refer to the spoken variety of
English by our participants as Jamaican English (JE) as this best characterizes their English
variety and will refer to language tasks targeting English as standardized English (sE), as the
language tasks were specifically constructed to target forms that would be used in standardized
assessments. This use of the term sE will allow us to examine the variability in the idiolects of
bilingual JC-JE speakers.
Historically, JC has been characterized as existing on a linguistic continuum that is
separated into three levels: basilect, mesolect, and acrolect (e.g., Durrleman, 2008; Patrick,
1999a, 2003). The basilect is the term used to define a creole that is thought to be closely related
to the morphosyntactic structure of the West African languages, which is why many call the
basilect the true creole (Patrick, 1996). However, the JC continuum also includes the acrolect
which is the term used to define a creole that is closest to English, and mesolect, which includes
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all intermediate levels between the basilect and acrolect. These levels differ from each other to
varying degrees in morphosyntax, phonology, and lexical items, reflecting aspects of language
that range from structures that reflect the original creole to structures that more closely reflect
influence of sE.
While the basilect may be most representative of the original JC, the mesolect and
acrolect reflect changes to this creole when higher levels of proficiency are achieved in the L2—
in this case sE—resulting in influence of sE forms. As one moves along the continuum toward
the acrolect, morphosyntax begins to change such that pre-verbal markers in JC may be
substituted for by inflected morphemes—indicating use of sE forms being mixed into JC
productions (Patrick 1999b). Speakers can move along this continuum over time as a result of
different sociolinguistic factors (e.g., language proficiency, frequency of daily use). The L2, in
this case sE, can affect JC speakers in two ways. In one way, there is convergence of the two
languages. In the second way, sE morphosyntax is used in JC, but enough features of JC remain
to still consider it different from sE.
Arguably, the most interesting variety along the JC continuum is the mesolect, which has
been described as “all intermediate varieties” between the basilect and the acrolect (Bickerton,
1976:464; Patrick, 1999b). The position on which the individual falls within the mesolectal range
will result in different morphosyntactic forms, at times using some forms closer to the basilect
and some forms closer to the acrolect (Patrick, 1996). For example, verbs may be marked preverbally for tense (similar to the basilect) or even as bare verb stems. The same English clause I
am coming can be translated into the mesolect as Mi a go kom (where a go is used to signal
time/tense) or Mi kom. As an individual’s language shifts toward the upper mesolect closer to the
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acrolect, some inflectional morphemes may be mixed into JC mesolectal forms (Patrick, 1996,
1999b).
Movement along the JC continuum changes during the lifespan as the result of various
factors. Again, I hypothesize this to be a change in language use and proficiency resulting in
cross-linguistic influences. As L2 proficiency increases and the L1 may exhibit attrition or
change; as a result speakers may use more forms in JC reflective of the upper mesolect or
acrolect. Although upper mesolectal speakers may be able to understand basilectal and acrolectal
speakers, the mesolectal speakers’ spoken language reflects the level of proficiency they have
achieved in the two languages and reflects CLI that has occurred due to shifts in their language
experiences. If the L1 is not consistently spoken for a period of time, greater language mixing of
L2 (sE) forms will occur, resulting in JC forms more closely reflecting the acrolect.
1.5 Factors of cross-linguistic influence in JC-JE bilingual speakers
1.5.1 Immigration and immersion
Immigration is a major contributing factor to L2 acquisition and proficiency, but alone
does not increase language proficiency. Sudden and immediate L2 immersion, along with little
to no exposure to the L1 can be expected to systematically alter both the L1 and L2 in a
predictable manner. With L2 immersion, speakers have the opportunity to use the newly
acquired language in a variety of ways across different contexts (Canagarajah, 2007). Language
contexts and their demands differ from speaker to speaker, such as languages used when
socializing with friends or languages used in the workplace (e.g., Marian, Blumenfeld, &
Kaushanskaya, 2007). Amount of language use and in what context may have a considerable
impact on L2 proficiency.
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Just as context impacts patterns of L2 language proficiency and use, context also affects
the retention of the L1 following immigration to a new language environment. For example,
maintaining one’s cultural identity, fitting in with a cultural community, and relating to others
within one’s immigrant group are factors that contribute to continued L1 maintenance. Again,
immigration to the L2 environment alone does not result in CLI, but factors related to how one
uses languages following immigration may be key (e.g., Otheguy & García, 1993).
1.5.2

Motivation and attitudes
The motivation to use each language also is impacted by the individual’s attitude toward

the language. Depending on the perceived prestige of a language, one may be more or less
motivated to use the L1 in the new environment. For example, JC speakers can view the
acceptability of JC in social contexts negatively because JC historically had low prestige, or view
JC positively as a source of national pride (Durrleman, 2008; Migge, Léglise, & Bartens, 2010).
Despite widespread use of JC in households in Jamaica, it is still perceived by some as inferior,
given its historical association to the slave trade on the island (e.g., Migge et al., 2010; Patrick,
2003). The perception of the standardized variety of a language (e.g., sE) being superior and a
creole (e.g., JC) as inferior can result in decreased use of the creole among bilingual speakers,
specifically those who seek social mobility (Rickford, 1983).
Devonish (2003) describes the language situation in Jamaica from a historical
perspective, detailing how the official rejection and seeming invisibility of JC impacted language
attitudes and these “negative” attitudes that further impact educational outcomes for children. It
was thought that post-independence, JC would merge with a Standard Jamaican English (SJE),
and therefore cease to exist. To promote SJE and formalize this language variety, Allsopp (1996)
created a dictionary of Caribbean English, intended to unify the region in this post-colonial era.
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This policy push furthered a decreased acceptance of JC and its features, with the dictionary
defining forms and how they are used into a hierarchy: formal, informal, anti-formal, and
erroneous (Allsopp, 1996). Formal was defined as “accepted as educated: belonging or assigned
to IAE (Internationally Acceptable English),” and informal was defined as “accepted as familiar;
chosen as part of usually well-structured, casual, relaxed speech, but sometimes characterized by
morphological and syntactic reductions of English structure and other remainder features of
decreolization.” Anti-formal was characterized as “deliberately rejecting Formal-ness;
consciously familiar and intimate, part of a wide range from close and friendly through jocular to
course and vulgar, any creolized or creole form or structure surviving or conveniently borrowed
to suit context or situation” and erroneous was characterized as “not permissible as
Internationally Acceptable English, although evidently considered to be so by the user” (Allsopp,
1996:lvi-lvii). This description of forms characterized SJE forms as formal, while any creole
forms were characterized as anti-formal (Devonish, 2003). This devaluing of JC, not only as a
language but as a variety that exists, continues to be pervasive today. Indeed, some speakers of
JC continue to characterize it as “slang” or “broken English” (Rickford, 1983), despite daily use.
Despite JC-JE speakers who have negative attitudes toward JC, there are others with
positive attitudes toward JC. A resurgence of JC use was noted with nationalistic efforts
following Jamaica’s independence in 1962 (Wilt, 1994). Indeed, in a 2005 poll of individuals
living in Jamaica, 78.6% responded that they identified themselves as bilingual speakers of
Jamaican and English (The Jamaican Language Unit, 2005). Following immigration to the
environment of the L2, those who view JC as a positive aspect of their cultural identity continue
to use it despite immersion in the L2 environment.
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In summary, numerous factors (internal and external) modulate the degree of CLI
between an L2 and L2. These factors include length of residence, age of arrival, language use,
motivation, and attitudes toward the languages. Typically, individuals living in rural areas of
Jamaica have less exposure to the L2, limiting its use, and therefore usually speak a JC variety
closer to the basilect. These individuals are more likely to have limited motivation for use of JE
because their families and communities all speak JC and, living in a rural area, they may not
need to use JE in daily life. Therefore, JE use is low, motivation to achieve high proficiency in
JE is also low, and these individuals view JC as a part of their cultural identity.
Conversely, individuals who either have or seek to have high educational levels may be
highly motivated to acquire and achieve native-like proficiency in JE to improve their
occupational prospects and achieve social mobility. These individuals are likely to have lower
motivation to maintain their L1 (JC) as it might not be viewed as helpful to their goals. Thus,
these individuals are likely to have greater mixing of JE forms when speaking in JC, reflecting a
level closer to the acrolect (Patrick, 1999b).
1.5.3 Morphosyntactic differences
As previously mentioned, morphosyntax is one JC feature that distinguishes between JC
and sE. The absence of inflectional morphology in JC was previously thought to be evidence of
JC having a perceived “simpler” grammar compared to what was deemed more complex
grammatical structures in English (e.g., inflectional morphology), with the lack of inflections in
JC being the result of limited access to English during the formation of the creole (Farquharson,
2007). However, when looking beyond surface structure, the absence of inflectional morphology
in JC can be attributed to the structural source languages—typically thought to be from the Kwa
languages. Kwa languages (e.g., Twi), like JC, are devoid of inflectional morphology
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(Durrleman, 2008; Aboh & Ansaldo, 2007). JC marks complex morphological and syntactic
forms differently from sE (e.g., with pre-verbal marking (ben, did) rather than inflected -ed to
indicate past tense). Therefore, a lack of inflectional morphology in JC may be the result of
grammatical structures being derived from these West African languages, and not from imperfect
L2 acquisition (Durrleman, 2008; Aboh & Ansaldo, 2007; Lefebvre, 2004).
1.5.4 Normal variation
With most Jamaicans speaking two languages (JC and JE), variability can be seen in both
JC and JE due to varying degrees of daily language use of the L1 and L2, leading to CLI
(Trudgill, 2002). Greater variability is typically the case for an oral/spoken language with no
formalized written system (JC), as compared to a language with a written language system (e.g.,
JE) since written language is highly codified (Jantos, 2010). The codified nature of the written
language may help decrease variability. Change of a creole towards an L2 has been described as
decreolization (e.g., Holm, 2000). CLI, however, is not limited to change for JC, but influence
can be seen in variation of JE as well (e.g., Trudgill, 2002; Jantos, 2010). Even acrolectal JC has
been moving away from the British variety of English from which it was derived (Sand, 1999)
contributing to a new variety of English (i.e., JE). Many of the features of JE are likely to be the
result of JC influence.
What should also be noted about this variation is not only the influence JC has on JE, but
how different English varieties that are encountered in Jamaica (e.g., British English from the
colonial presence and American English from media) have impacted production of JE in
Jamaica. While some consider JC and JE to be completely separate linguistic systems (e.g.,
Holm, 1988; Winford, 1988), others clearly describe a more complex language continuum, with
JC and JE being difficult to separate due to extensive CLI and resulting code-mixing (e.g.,
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Bailey, 1966). What is unclear is exactly how variability of JC and JE morphosyntactic
production manifests—particularly among mesolectal speakers.
2 Research aims
This study aimed to investigate morphosyntactic patterns in the language of JC-JE
bilingual speakers, specifically verb tense marking (e.g., past tense did), subject-verb agreement,
and copula use. This study also aimed to determine what factors impact morphosyntax in JC and
sE. The second analysis assessed whether differences in self-rated proficiency, self-reported
effort, language use, motivation, and attitudes toward the two languages contributed to
morphosyntactic CLI. We examined age of arrival (AOA) and length of residence (LOR) to
determine if these variables had any impact on verb morphology in JC and JE. We also examined
whether task demands influenced verb-phrase morphology in JC and JE.
2.1 Research Questions
This study explores the following research questions:
1. Is there morphosyntactic cross-linguistic influence in JC-JE bilingual speakers? If so,
how does this manifest in oral production of sentences and narratives?
2a. Which sociolinguistic factors contribute to cross-linguistic influence of morphosyntax in
both Jamaican Creole and standardized English tasks for JC-JE bilingual speakers?
2b. With respect to speakers who have immigrated, will age of arrival and/or number of years
in an L2 environment determine the degree to which L2 morphosyntax influences L1
morphosyntactic production?
3. Does the type of task (structured versus unstructured) constrain verb-phrase morphology
in oral production?
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2.2 Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1. Based on cross-linguistic influence research of speakers living in a
bilingual context, (e.g., Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002), CLI was expected in both directions (from JC
to sE and from sE to JC) across morphosyntactic forms (verb tense marking, subject verb
agreement (SVA) , and copula use (COP)). We hypothesized CLI for verb-marking, SVA, and
COP for both the Immigrant group (IG) and the Non-immigrant group (NG). Specifically, we
expected greater CLI from sE into JC-forms (with mixing of inflections, SVA, and COP) for
those living in the United States, and greater CLI from JC to sE-forms (pre-verbal markers and
zero-marking) for those living in Jamaica.
Hypothesis 2.We hypothesized that factors such as daily language use and context of
language use to contribute to greater language mixing of morphosyntactic forms. We examined
whether length of residence and age of arrival to the United States predicted L2 proficiency and
L2 use. We expected that length of residence has a greater impact on CLI than age of arrival, as
this subset of participants immigrated to the United States as adults. We expected those who
rated themselves with higher proficiency in JC to have fewer instances of mixing of sE into JCforms. We also expected that attitudes and motivation related to a work environment and
occupational outcomes will impact sE, resulting in less JC mixing. Individuals living in the
United States with high ratings for sE language use, motivation and attitudes toward the L2 (JE)
are expected to exhibit language mixing of sE-forms into the JC condition.
Hypothesis 3. We hypothesized that type of task constrained verb phrase complexity and that
we will see decreased complexity, evidenced by fewer verb markings, in a less structured task
(short narrative) than a more structured task (oral repetition of sentences). The obligatory nature
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of the oral repetition task will result in more instances of verb marking than in the short
narratives, where there is no model to follow, unlike the repetition task. Although narrative
productions allow for a variety of different verbs, this may not result in obligatory verb-marking
because of the time reference set by the task itself.
3 Methods
This study was approved by the City University of New York’s Human Research
Protection Program prior to participant recruitment. Participants were recruited from the greater
New York City area and greater Kingston, JA area. Approved flyers were posted at universities
and community centers at both recruitment sites. Participants were invited to respond to flyers
via phone. Potential participants were scheduled for an in-person screening session to ensure that
they met the study inclusion criteria (see below). Participants who met study requirements were
then invited to participate in this study. Informed consent was obtained from each participant at
the beginning of the screening session and, for the full testing, at the first testing session.
3.1 Participants
JC-JE bilingual speakers were recruited for this experiment, seven from the greater New
York City area in the United States and ten from the Greater Kingston area in Jamaica.
Participants from both groups were matched for age, gender, education level, and socioeconomic
status. Demographic information for the participants can be found in Table 2. All participants
spoke mesolectal JC from birth and had learned sE in school. All participants completed at least
two years of secondary school in Jamaica (the equivalent of 10th grade) but did not complete a
bachelor’s degree. For the group living in the United States, participants immigrated to the
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environment of the L2 in adulthood (after age 18), with all primary and secondary school having
been completed in Jamaica. All participants worked blue-collar jobs, either in Jamaica or the
United States, with the only substantial difference between the two groups being their
immigration status. Participants were excluded for the presence of a hearing impairment, visual
impairment that could not be corrected with lenses, history of neurological dysfunction, and/or a
history of developmental disabilities.
Table 2 - Demographic information for participants
Group

Immigrant Group

Gender

5 M, 2 F

Age

Age of

Length of

Immigration

Residence

M = 41.00

M = 29

M = 12.75

SD = 8.05

SD = 6.73

SD = 6.41

Range = 18

Range = 17

Range = 19

M = 42.11

N/A

N/A

(IG)

Non-immigrant

6 M, 4 F

group (NG)
SD = 9.08
Range = 28
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3.2 Design and materials
The experiment consisted of two language questionnaires and two tasks: a short narrative
task and an oral sentence repetition task. Each task was presented and completed in both JC and
sE in counterbalanced order across participants within each group, with instructions being
presented in the corresponding language. Participants’ responses for the oral repetition task were
recorded using Eprime 2.0 software (Psychology Software Tools, Pittsburgh, PA). Responses for
the short narrative task were recorded using Praat software (Boersma & Weenink, 2020). The PI
and two research assistants trained to rate these data listened to the recordings and
morphosyntactic markings. Their ratings were tallied to calculate ratios of Total Correct/Total
Spoken for targets in the narrative task. For the repetition task, raters tallied correct repetition of
verbs in sentences, with an analysis of forms used other than the target. Inter-rater reliability was
completed on a subset of the data by the PI (TM) and two research assistants for transcriptions
and analysis of forms with > 90% agreement.
3.2.1 Language questionnaires
As there are no standardized measures for testing language proficiency in Jamaican
Creole, language proficiency was assessed subjectively using two self-rating scales, along with
questions related to language background. The first scale, the language profile questionnaire, is
an adapted version of the Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire (LEAP-Q) and
consists of 16 questions to assess language profiles in bilinguals (Marian et al., 2007). It probes
the participant’s language exposure and use (e.g., age of exposure, acquisition of L2, language
used in education, and languages used socially). The LEAP-Q was modified for the current study
to include JC (locally referred to as Patois) as the first language, as well as the addition of rating

23

scales (1—strongly disagree, 6—strongly agree) for the final 7 questions related to proficiency
level. The language profile questionnaire can be found in Appendix A.
The second scale, the language use, motivation, and attitude questionnaire, consists of
two parts: a language mixing questionnaire and a personal attitudes/motivation rating scale (1—
strongly disagree, 6—strongly agree). Both questionnaires were used to calculate ratios based on
responses for language use, motivation, attitudes toward each language, self-rated proficiency
and self-reported effort. The language use portion probes situational use of both languages and
information related to proficiency level, as well as questions investigating language motivation
and attitudes for each of the two languages. Use and attitude questions were adapted from
Gardner & MacIntyre (1991) and Li, Sepanski & Zhao (2006). Having explored a number of
motivation questionnaires, we developed motivation questions for this study that were
particularly appropriate for this population. The language use, motivation, and attitude
questionnaire can be found in Appendix B.
3.2.2 Short narrative
Participants completed a short narrative task where they were asked to tell a story that
occurred in the past (e.g., a bad storm). Participants were asked to speak either only in JC or only
in sE. Instructions were pre-recorded by a male native-speaker of the target language (JC or sE)
and presented in the corresponding language only, to ensure participants understood which
language they were expected to produce. The narratives were completed in both languages (JC
and sE). Responses were recorded, transcribed and later coded for morphology corresponding to
either JC or sE. For the full script of instructions, see Appendix C.
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3.2.3 Oral sentence repetition
The oral repetition task consists of 60 sentences, split into two conditions: 30 JC past
tense and 30 sE past tense. Within each condition, two types of sentences were presented—short
and long. Short sentences were Subject-Verb-Object only and long sentences included an
additional non-embedded clause or prepositional phrase. All JC and sE sentences consisted of
regular verbs and were comparable for word length/number of words in each sentence. Sentence
types were also randomized during presentation blocks.
Two research assistants recorded the instructions for the tasks and the sentences for the
oral repetition task: one was a native speaker of JC and the other was a native speaker of sE –
both of whom were matched for gender and age. The purpose of having two native speakers of
the target languages was to assure that research participants would respond in the target
language. For example, the native speaker of JC presented the task instructions in JC and then
reminded participants to use JC in their responses. Sentences for the repetition task were
recorded by the same native-speaker. Responses of each participant were audio-recorded and
saved for later analyses. A full list of oral repetition stimuli can be found in Appendix D.
4 Data analysis
For the first set of analyses, the absence or presence of several morphosyntactic forms
was evaluated to determine whether there is any bidirectional cross-linguistic influence for JC-JE
speakers. From the two tasks, a sentence repetition task and a short narrative task, we analyzed
responses for past verb tense marking, subject-verb agreement and copula use. For each task and
in each language, target forms were marked as to whether they were produced or not. When
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target forms were not produced, alternative forms were tallied and analyzed in an “error”
analysis.
For JC narratives, we were interested in the number of SVA instances introduced in JC
narratives. Since SVA is obligatory only in sE, the presence of SVA in a JC narrative would be
considered evidence of CLI. For sE narratives, we were interested in the number of times SVA
was not used. Since SVA is obligatory in sE, any omission of SVA in an sE narrative would be
considered evidence of CLI.
For JC narratives, we were interested in the number of copulas introduced in JC
narratives. Since COP is obligatory only in sE (and has a zero-structure in JC), the presence of
COP in a JC narrative would be considered evidence of CLI. For sE narratives, we were
interested in the number of times copulas were not used. Since COP is obligatory in sE, any
omission of COP in an sE narrative would be considered evidence of CLI.
4.1 Statistical analysis
For the first set of analyses, independent sample t-Tests were used to analyze the
difference between the Immigrant group (IG) and the Non-immigrant group (NG). These
analyses were completed between groups for the oral repetition and short narrative tasks in both
the JC and sE conditions.
For the second set of analyses, the calculated scores of morphosyntactic production were
compared with data obtained from the two language questionnaires. Pearson’s correlation,
Spearman’s rank order correlation, and one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) were used to
examine the relationship between the aforementioned internal and external factors and
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morphosyntactic productions from the language tasks. Bivariate analyses were completed to
examine the impact each individual factor had on morphosyntactic changes in both JC and sE
language tasks.
For the third set of analyses, independent sample t-Tests compared language performance
between languages during the same task (e.g., JC repetition and sE repetition), as well as within
languages comparing the two tasks (e.g., JC repetition and JC narrative). These analyses were
used to analyze verb-phrase complexity as a function of task.
5 Results
5.1 Differences between groups
To answer our first research question of whether CLI can be observed in JC-sE speakers,
two sets of analyses were conducted: analyses of accurate verb repetitions in the sentence
repetition tasks and percent of appropriately marked verbs, use of copulas, and subject-verb
agreement for the target language in the short narrative tasks. For the repetition task analysis,
only verb productions consistent with those used in target sentences were considered correct.
Responses where the targeted verb-forms were not used were transcribed and analyzed in a
secondary language (JC or sE) mixing analysis. For the short narrative task, acceptable verb
forms for the target language were considered correct; here acceptable forms included pre-verbal
marking and zero-marked forms for JC conditions, and inflections for regular verbs as well as
irregular past-tense verbs for sE conditions. For copula use and subject-verb agreement, presence
of these structures in the JC tasks were considered CLI, while structures were analyzed in the sE
tasks to determine if they were used appropriately. All other verb productions were transcribed
and analyzed to determine amount and type of language mixing.
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5.1.1 Differences between groups – Verb-marking
To determine whether the amount of CLI distinguished the Immigrant Group (IG) and
Non-immigrant Group (NG), independent t-tests were carried out between these groups for each
task (repetition and narrative), in each language (JC and sE). We compared morphosyntactic
production for verb-marking between the group of seven participants who immigrated to the
United States (IG) compared to the group of 10 participants in the NG. During the JC short
narrative task (“Tell me a time you remember about a storm”), the IG produced a lower
percentage of JC verb-markings (M = 51.16, SD = 24.91) compared to the NG (M = 90.8, SD =
14.35). This difference between the IG and NG was statistically significant; t(14) = - 4.078, p =
.001. When not producing target verb-marking in the JC narratives, both the IG and the NG
substituted zero-marked verb-forms for pre-verbal markers (i.e., did) (44% of the substitutions
for the IG, 79% of the substitutions for the NG). However, the IG group also mixed sE regular
past tense marker (-ed) verb markings or irregular past tense verb forms (specifically past in
addition to zero-marked verb-forms) as compared to the NG (45% of the substitutions for the IG,
10% of the substitutions for the NG). There was no significant difference between groups during
the JC past repetition task. Type of verb-marking in the JC narrative task by group is shown in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1- Verb-marking in the JC short narrative task

For the sE past tense repetition task, the IG produced a higher percentage of sE verbmarkings (regular verbs, -ed) (M = 60.0, SD = 21.33) compared to the NG (M = 27.4, SD =
22.37). This difference between the IG and NG was statistically significant; t(15) = 3.012, p <
.009. When not producing target verb-marking in the sE repetition task, both the IG and the NG
substituted zero-marked verb-forms for inflected morphemes (i.e., -ed) (36.43% of the
substitutions for the IG, 70.03% of the substitutions for the NG). The IG group also mixed in the
JC pre-verbal marker in addition to zero-marked verb-forms, but these substitutions occurred
very rarely (less than 1% of the time). No significant differences between groups were observed
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for production of sE past verb-marking on the short narrative task. Type of verb-marking in the
sE repetition task by group is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2 - Verb-marking in the sE repetition task

5.1.2 Differences between groups – Subject-verb agreement and copula use
For subject-verb agreement (SVA), we compared the number of instances of subject-verb
agreement in JC narratives (an indicator of sE-mixing) between groups. For the JC short
narrative task, the IG demonstrated more instances of mixing SVA into a JC narrative (M =
57.57, SD = 31.44) compared to the NG (M = 38.88, SD = 19.44), which approached
significance, t(14) = 1.858, p = .084. For the sE short narrative task, accuracy of SVA in sE was
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measured but yielded no significant difference between the IG and NG groups. Percent of SVA
in the JC narrative task by group is shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3 - Subject-verb agreement in JC narrative

Copula use (COP) was also analyzed to determine CLI. Recall that JC has a zero-copula
structure so that any copula present in JC narratives is indicative of language mixing from sE.
COP was also analyzed in sE narratives to determine appropriate use of copulas or omission of
the copula structure, which would indicate language mixing from JC. While there was evidence
of more copula mixing in JC narratives for the IG compared to the NG, this finding was not
statistically significant between groups. In sE narratives, we also saw evidence of some copula
mixing, however the difference between the groups was not statistically significant.
In summary, in response to research question 1, we found evidence of bidirectional CLI
for both the IG and the NG. For CLI from the L1 to the L2, we observed mixing of zero-marked
forms into the sE past repetition task. For CLI from the L2 to the L1, we observed mixing of sE

31

verbs (primarily past tense copulas) in the JC narratives, as well as mixing of SVA into JC
narratives for both the IG and NG.
5.2 Sociolinguistic factors for cross-linguistic influence
To answer our second research question regarding the impact of sociolinguistic factors on
our target forms, we examined the role of such factors on the production of target forms during
the sentence repetition tasks and the short narrative tasks. Here, we used language questionnaires
to collect information on participants’ chronological age, age of arrival in the United States and
length of residence in the United States. Additionally, information was collected on frequency
and context of JC and sE language use, attitudes toward the two languages, motivation to use
these languages, self-rated proficiency in these two languages, and self-reported language effort
when using these two languages. For these factors, bivariate analyses were conducted between
the language tasks and responses collected from the language questionnaires. Analysis of
continuous variables used a Pearson’s correlation, analysis of ordinal responses used a
Spearman’s Rho correlation, while other questions were categorical and were tested through an
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). A full list of significant findings for JC can be found in Table
3, and for sE in Table 4.
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Table 3 – Significant results between JC language tasks and sociolinguistic factors
JC VM – repetition

JC VM – narrative

SVA in JC narrative

COP in JC narrative

Context of Use

Daily JC exposure

NS

NS

NS

(COU)

r = .536, n = 16,

NS

I want to improve
my JC to get a better
job

NS

p = .032*
Motivation (MOT)

NS

r = -.525, n = 15,
p = .044*
I want to improve
my JC to provide for
my family
r = -.632, n = 15,

p = .011*
Attitude (ATT)

I enjoy speaking JC
with friends

NS

NS

NS

r = -.534, n = 16,

r = .506, n = 17,

r = .639, n= 17,

p = .033*

p = .038*

p = .015*

I find speaking JC
difficult

I find speaking JC
difficult

NS

NS

r = -.595, n = 16,

r = .491, n = 16,

p = .015*

p = .045*

r = -.563, n = 16,

p = .023*
Self-rated proficiency

NS

(SRP)
Self-reported Effort
(SRE)

VM = verb-marking, SVA = subject-verb agreement, COP = copula use, NS = non=significant, Bold = negative correlation
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Table 4 – Significant results between sE language tasks and sociolinguistic factors
sE VM – repetition
Motivation (MOT)

sE VM – narrative

SVA in sE narrative

I just want to improve my
English

I want to improve my English to
fit in

r = -.709, n = 15, p = .003*

r = - .701, n= 15, p = .004*

I want to improve my English to
get a better job

I want to improve my English to
provide for my family

r = -.554, n = 15, p = .032*

r = -.546, n = 15, p = .035*

I want to improve my English as
part of my cultural identity
r = -.780, n = 15, p < .001**
Attitude (ATT)

Self-rated proficiency

I enjoy speaking English at
home

I enjoy speaking English
with my friends

r = -.546, n = 17, p = .023*

r = .493, n = 17, p = .044

r = .594, n = 17, p = .012*

(SRP)
Self-reported Effort (SRE)

I find speaking English difficult

I find speaking English
difficult

r = -.595, n = 17, p = .012*

I find speaking English difficult
r = -.579, n = 17, p = .015*

r = -.660, n= 17, p = .046*

VM = verb-marking, SVA = subject-verb agreement, NS = non-significant, Bold = negative correlation

Results from the questionnaires were categorized by topic, including age of arrival,
length of residence, language use, attitudes, motivation, proficiency, and effort (here defined as
self-reported difficulty in using a particular language). For both age of arrival and length of
residence, there were no significant findings for all language tasks. Results for age of arrival and
length of residence compared with all language tasks can be found in Appendix E.
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5.3 Language use
For language use, responses were collected for frequency of use (FOU) and context of
use (COU). FOU questions asked how often during the day individuals spoke each language,
while COU questions asked how the languages were used in different situations. No significant
correlations between FOU and language tasks were observed. Results for FOU can be found in
Appendix F.

5.3.1 Context of language use
For COU, respondents answered questions related to which language was spoken in
different contexts and with different conversational partners. A full list of COU results can be
found in Appendix G. There was one significant correlation related to a COU variables and JC
language tasks; we found a moderate positive correlation between verb-marking in JC past
narratives and daily JC exposure (r = .536, n = 16, p = .032), shown in Figure 4. This finding
indicates that more exposure to JC on a daily basis correlates with increased language-specific
verb-marking in JC past narratives.
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Percent of Correct Verb Marking - Jamaican
Creole Past Narrative Task
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Figure 4 - Correlation of JC past verb marking in a narrative and percent of daily JC exposure
N = 16 (missing JC past narrative from P008)

One-way ANOVAs were performed between the responses with categorical variables.
Two statistically significant findings were observed when participants were asked about
language use (using JC, using sE, or using both) when speaking to their spouse. Specifically,
there was a statistically significant difference between JC past verb-marking on a repetition task
and the language spoken to a spouse (F (2, 12) = 4.065, p= .020). A post-hoc analysis using
Tukey’s HSD indicated that less mixing from the L2 into JC past verb-marking for participants
who preferred speaking JC with spouses than for participants who preferred sE (p = .028) and for
participants who preferred speaking both (p = .041), with no significant differences in language
mixing between individuals who preferred sE and both (p = .975).
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5.4 Attitudes toward the two languages and motivation for language use
Questions related to attitudes toward the two languages were asked to determine how
participants felt about speaking each of the languages (JC and sE) in different contexts. A full list
of attitude responses can be found in Appendix H. There was one significant correlation related
to attitude responses and JC language tasks; there was a moderate negative correlation between
verb-marking in the JC past repetition task and responses to the statement “I enjoy speaking JC
with my friends” (r = - .563, n = 16, p = .023), shown in Figure 5. This finding indicates that
lower one rates enjoying speaking JC with friends correlates with improved language-specific
verb-marking in the JC past repetition task. Two significant correlations related to attitude
responses and sE language tasks were also found. First, there was a moderate negative
correlation between verb-marking in the sE past repetition task and responses to the statement “I
enjoy speaking sE at home” (r = - .546, n = 17, p = .023), shown in Figure 6. This finding
indicates that lower one rates enjoying speaking sE at home correlates with improved languagespecific verb-marking in the sE past repetition task. The second finding was a moderate positive
correlation between verb-marking in the sE narrative task and responses to the statement “I enjoy
speaking sE with my friends” (r = .493, n = 17, p = .044), shown in Figure 7. This finding
indicates that higher one rates enjoying speaking sE with friends correlates with improved
language-specific verb-marking in sE past narrative task.
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Percent correct - Verb-marking in a JC repetition
task

100

P016
P005

90

P017
P002

P010
P001
P004, P006

P008
P009

80

P014

P011
P018

70

P012

60

P003

50

P015

40
30
20
10
0
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Rating 1-6 "I enjoy speaking JC with my friends"

Figure 5 - Correlation of verb-marking in JC repetition task and enjoying speaking JC with friends
N = 16 (missing data from P013)
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Figure 6 - Correlation of verb-marking in sE repetition task and enjoying speaking English at home
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Percent correct verb-marking in a standardized English
narrative
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Figure 7 - Correlation of verb-marking in sE narrative task and enjoying speaking English with friends
N = 16 (missing data from P015)

5.4.1 Motivation for Jamaican Creole with subject-verb agreement and copula use
Responses for motivation were also elicited to reflect instrumental and integrative
motivation. A full list of motivation results can be found in Appendix I. There were two
significant correlations related to motivation responses and SVA in a JC narrative tasks. First,
there was a moderate negative correlation between SVA in JC narratives and responses to the
statement “Learning JC will help me at my job” (r = - .525, n = 15, p = .044), shown in Figure 8.
This finding indicates that the lower rating for needing to learn JC to help with one’s job
correlates with increased mixing of SVA into a JC narrative task. Next, there was a moderate
negative correlation between SVA in JC narratives and responses to the statement “Speaking JC
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will help me provide for my family” (r = - .632, n = 15, p = .011), shown in Figure 9. This
finding indicates that the lower rating for speaking JC to provide for one’s family correlates with

Percent of SVA mixing into a Jamaican Creole
Narrative

increased mixing of SVA into a JC narrative task.
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Figure 8 - Correlation between SVA mixing in a JC narrative and learning JC to help at one's job
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Figure 9 - Correlation of SVA mixing in JC narratives with rating of speaking JC to provide for one's family

5.4.2 Motivation for standardized English with verb-marking
Three correlations were found for motivation ratings and the sE repetition task. A
moderate negative correlation was found for verb-marking in the sE repetition task with the
statement “I just want to improve my English” (r = - .709, n = 15, p = .003), shown in Figure 10.
A moderate correlation was found for verb-marking in the sE repetition task with the statement
“I want to improve my English to help me at my job” (r = - .554, n = 15, p = .032), shown in
Figure 11. A moderate correlation was found for verb-marking in the sE repetition task with the
statement “I want to keep speaking English because it’s part of my cultural identity” (r = - .780,
n = 15, p < .001), shown in Figure 12. These three correlations indicate that there was greater
accuracy for verb-marking in the sE repetition task with lower ratings for motivation responses.
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Figure 10 - Correlation of verb-marking in the sE repetition task with wanting to improve one’s English
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Figure 11 - Correlation of verb-marking in the sE repetition task with improving English to help at one’s job
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Figure 12 - Correlation of verb-marking in the sE repetition task with speaking English as part of one’s cultural identity

5.4.3 Motivation for standardized English with subject-verb agreement and copula use
A moderate negative correlation was found for SVA in sE narratives with the statement
“I want to improve my English to fit in with most Americans” (r = - .701, n= 15, p = .004), seen
in Figure 13. A moderate negative correlation was also found for subject-verb agreement in sE
narratives with the statement “Learning English will help me provide for my family” (r = - .546,
n= 15, p = .035), seen in Figure 14. Both of these correlations indicate that there was greater
accuracy for subject-verb agreement in sE narratives with lower ratings for both motivation
questions.
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Figure 13 - Correlation of SVA in sE narratives and wanting to speak English to fit in

Percent of Correct Subject-Verb Agreement standardized English Narratives

N = 15 (missing data from P004 and P011)
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Figure 14 - Correlation of SVA in sE narratives and learning English to provide for one's family
N = 15 (missing data from P004 and P011)
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5.5 Self-rated proficiency
Proficiency was measured using a self-rating scale in the language questionnaire. Results
for self-rated proficiency can be found in Appendix J. A moderate negative correlation was
found between verb-marking in JC past narratives and self-rated proficiency in JC (r = - .534,
n= 16, p = .033), seen in Figure 15. This indicates that the higher one rates JC proficiency, the
more mixing of copulas in JC past narratives. This finding may be the result of group
differences, as seven of the ten participants in the NG did not produce copulas in their JC
narratives. There was a moderate positive correlation between sE past verb-marking on a
repetition task and self-rated JC proficiency (r = .594, n= 17, p = .012). This indicates that the
higher one rates JC proficiency, the more accurate sE past verb-marking is on a repetition task.
Again, this finding appears to be a result of group differences, as participants in the IG rated their
proficiency higher than the NG, shown in Figure 16. There was a moderate positive correlation
between individuals who mix SVA into JC narratives and self-rated JC proficiency (r = .506, n=
17, p = .038). This indicates that the higher one self-rates JC proficiency, the more mixing of
SVA into JC narratives, seen in Figure 17. There was a moderate positive correlation between
mixing of COP into JC past narratives and self-rated JC proficiency (r = .639, n= 17, p = .006).
This indicates that the higher one rates JC proficiency, the more mixing of COP into JC
narratives, seen in Figure 18.
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Figure 15 - Correlation of JC past marking in a narrative and self-rated proficiency in JC
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N = 16 (missing data from P008)
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Figure 16 - Correlation of sE past marking and self-rated proficiency in JC
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Figure 17 - Correlation of subject-verb agreement mixing into JC narratives and self-rated proficiency in JC
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Figure 18 - Correlation of copula mixing into JC past narratives and self-rated proficiency in JC
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5.6 Self-reported effort
For JC verb-marking, a moderate negative correlation was found between JC past verbmarking in a repetition task and responses to the statement “I find speaking JC difficult” (r = .595, n = 16, p = .015). This finding indicates that the less difficult one finds JC, the more
accurate JC past verb-marking was on the repetition task, seen in Figure 19. There was a
moderate positive correlation found between JC past verb-marking on a narrative task and
response to the statement “I find speaking JC difficult” (r = .491, n = 16, p = .045). This finding
indicates that, counterintuitively, the more difficult one found JC, the more accurate JC past
verb-marking was on the narrative task, seen in Figure 20. For sE verb-marking, there was a
moderate negative correlation for sE past on the repetition task and responses to the statement “I
find speaking sE difficult” (r = -.595, n = 17, p = .012). This finding indicates that the less
difficult one finds sE, the more accurate sE past verb-marking was on the repetition task, seen in
Figure 21. A moderate negative correlation was also found between subject-verb agreement in
the sE narrative and responses to the statement “I find speaking English difficult” (r = - .579, n =
17, p = .015). This finding indicates that the less difficult one finds speaking English, the more
accurate subject-verb agreement was within sE narratives, seen in Figure 22. A moderate
negative correlation was found for sE past verb-marking in a narrative task and responses to the
statement “I find speaking English difficult” (r = - .660, n = 17, p = .046). Similarly, this finding
indicates that the less difficult one finds speaking English, the more accurate their sE past verb-
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marking on a narrative task, seen in Figure 23.
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Figure 19 - Correlation of JC past marking in a repetition task and self-rated effort
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Figure 20 - Correlation of JC past marking in a narrative and self-rated effort
N = 16 (missing data from P008)
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Figure 21 - Correlation of sE past marking and self-rated effort in sE
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Figure 22 - Correlation of subject-verb agreement in sE narratives and self-rated effort
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PERCENT OF CORRECT VERB MARKING STANDARDIZED ENGLISH PAST NARRATIVE
TASK

100

P003, P017

90

P006

P008

P002

80
70

P010

P009

P012

P005

P016

P004

P001

60

P014

50
P018

P013

40
30
20
10

P011

0
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

RATING (1-6) I FIND SPEAKING ENGLISH DIFFICULT

Figure 23 - Correlation of sE past marking in a narrative and self-rated effort
N = 16 (missing data from P016)

5.7 Impact of task complexity on cross-linguistic influence
5.7.1 Impact of task complexity on JC verb-marking
To answer our third research question asking if task complexity impacted verb-phrase
morphology, t-tests were performed to determine differences between language tasks within
group. For JC tasks, we compared the performance of the IG and NG for the repetition task and
the short narrative task. For JC past, there was a statistically significant finding for the IG
between the repetition task (M = 89.28, SD = 14.98) and the short narrative (M = 43.85, SD =
29.85) t(12) = 3.598, p = .004, such that the IG produced significantly more appropriate JC past
verb-marking in the repetition task as compared to the narrative task, seen in Figure 24.
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Figure 24 - Impact of task complexity on verb phrase morphology in JC (percent of accurate verb marking)

5.7.2 Impact of task complexity on sE verb-marking
For sE tasks, we again compared the performance of the IG and NG for the repetition
task and the short narrative task. For sE past tense tasks, there was a statistically significant
difference for the IG between the repetition task (M = 60, SD = 21.33) and the short narrative
task (M = 84.42, SD = 10.70) t(12) = - 2.707, p = .019, as well as a statistically significant
difference for the NG on the repetition task (M = 27.4, SD = 22.37) and on the short narrative (M
= 71.33, SD = 29.01) t(17) = - 3.719, p = .002, such that both the IG and the NG produced
significantly fewer appropriate sE past verb-marking in the repetition task as compared to the
narrative task. Results for the impact of task complexity on sE verb-marking can be found in
Figure 25.

54

Figure 25 - Impact of task complexity on verb phrase morphology in sE (percent of accurate verb marking)

6 Discussion
In this study, we have addressed three questions. First, we asked how patterns of
morphosyntactic CLI manifest in JC-JE bilingual speakers. Second, we asked whether this
overall pattern can be affected by internal sociolinguistic factors and whether some factors were
found to be more crucial than others in affecting morphosyntactic CLI. We also asked if external
immigration factors such as length of residence (LOR) in the U.S. and age of arrival (AOA),
might contribute to variability of bidirectional CLI. Finally, we asked if task demands
distinguished performance; that is, whether speakers perform differently on a highly constrained
task such as sentence repetition as compared to the less constrained task of narrative production.
6.1 Evidence of bidirectional cross-linguistic influence
For our first research question examining CLI, we hypothesized bidirectional CLI across
all three morphosyntactic structures examined (verb tense marking, subject-verb agreement, and
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copula use) which was consistent with the literature on CLI of speakers living in a bilingual
context (e.g., Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002). Studies from certain countries that have a bilingual
policy (e.g., Singapore, Nigeria) have demonstrated how morphosyntactic changes occur when
bilingual speakers consistently use two languages throughout their lifetime (e.g., Tan, 2005;
Cruz-Ferreira, 2005). The results of our study reveal morphological changes for JC-JE bilingual
speakers both in Jamaica and the United States. Both groups demonstrated bidirectional CLI in
verb-tense marking, subject-verb agreement (SVA) and copula use (COP) for both JC and sE,
with the greatest amount of CLI evident in sE past tense. The presence of bidirectional influence
in our study supports the theory of multicompetence (Cook, 2003) which states that bilingual
speakers’ languages begin influencing one another when L2 acquisition begins regardless of
proficiency level, as CLI was present in both JC and sE language tasks. Our finding that CLI was
most evident in sE past tense aligns with the competition model (CM; MacWhinney, 1987),
which states that L1 grammatical constructions influence the L2 due to years of L1 use and
practice. Despite years of L2 practice and both groups living in a bilingual context, the L1
continues to influence L2 morphosyntax.
With respect to the nature of this influence, we hypothesized more CLI from JC to sEforms for those living in Jamaica and more CLI from sE into JC-forms for those living in the
United States. Our findings were consistent with our hypothesis, as the NG exhibited greater CLI
from the L1 to L2, and the IG exhibited greater L2 to L1. Of note, we saw that when the target
form was not elicited, particularly in verb-marking, both groups produced zero-marked verbs
during the sE tasks. However, we did see a difference between groups for JC-tasks, with the IG
producing proportionately more zero-markings than the NG, specifically in the JC repetition task
when pre-verbal markers were obligatory. From this data, we suggest that bidirectional CLI is
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occurring for two reasons: 1) a mismatch between proficiency levels in the two languages and 2)
adjustments that take place following creolization.
For the IG, such a mismatch between proficiency levels of the two languages and use of a
common form supports findings reported by Jarvis (2000), which suggest that bilingual speakers
attempt to maintain “an equilibrium in language use and proficiency” by restructuring and
resolving mismatched items within and between the L1 and the L2. CLI can manifest as
restructuring the syntactic rules via one language to the other, resulting in a partially new
structure (e.g., Pavlenko, 2004). In the case of JC-JE bilingual speakers, particularly in the IG,
the use of zero-marking in both JC and sE tasks is considered evidence of this restructuring.
Due to increased CLI following immersion in the L2 environment, the IG found a
common form that can be used in both language contexts. This common form occurs as bilingual
speakers reach a steady state between the two languages that may, for example, include some
grammatical and semantic errors in the L2 (Jarvis, 2000). These so-called L2 “errors” are best
explained as clear examples of L1 influence on the L2 (Selinker, 1992; Selinker &
Lakshamanan, 1992), as a zero-marked verb is an acceptable JC verb-form e.g., saying He wash
his hands for the target He washed his hands.
Second, the use of zero-marking can be explained from adjustments due to the process of
creolization. The competition model (CM) proposes that the grammars of a given language are
partial solutions to a mapping problem, and speakers find a pathway to communicate despite
processing constraints (Bates & MacWhinney, 1989). The CM proposes that creolization is a
direct example of adjustments made when learning a grammar as speakers of two (or more)
languages must form a common system to communicate. Over time, adjustments to the grammar

57

change, allowing for flexibility in the new creole. In JC, verb-marking in the original creole
began as a pre-verbal marker, but over time and exposure to a JC-JE bilingual context, zeromarking of verbs became an acceptable form (Patrick, 1999b). This evolving grammar of JC-JE
bilingual speakers, as the CM proposes, would account for the variability in the use of verbmarking in JC. That is, time in JC can be marked by either a pre-verbal marker, or with a zeromarked form if time is conveyed in another way, i.e., setting the time at the beginning of the
narrative. The question now becomes why there is so much variability between the IG and the
NG with respect to morphosyntax (including zero-marked forms) and whether the resulting CLI
is simply a function of language use (e.g., amount of use) or the result of sociolinguistic factors.
6.2 Impact of sociolinguistic factors on bidirectional cross-linguistic influence
6.2.1 Impact of context of use variables
We considered the potential impact of several internal and external factors, and found
that only internal factors contributed to CLI. These included language use and linguistic context
for our two groups, with these factors affecting each group differently. In terms of patterns of
language use, we found (other than immigration status) context of language use, specifically,
when and with whom one speaks JC or sE, impacted CLI into JC for both the IG and the NG.
Language use was heavily influenced by group where the IG exhibited more mixing of sEmarking into JC tasks. This mixing may be the result of their limited exposure to JC and
increased exposure to sE. By extension, the NG exhibited less mixing of sE forms (including
verb-marking and SVA) on both sentence repetition and narrative production in JC; this pattern
is likely to be due to their limited (and static) exposure to sE. Our findings, thus, suggest that the
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amount of language exposure and language use influences the amount of CLI observed in each
language.
6.2.2 Impact of attitudes toward the languages and motivation
Attitudes toward the two languages were analyzed, examining questions related to both
positive and negative attitudes toward JC and sE in home, work, and social environments. Three
attitude responses correlated with verb-marking in both JC and sE, specifically, attitudes towards
use of both languages in particular contexts, such as not enjoying sE in the home and not
enjoying JC with friends, but rather indicating a preference for speaking sE to friends. Based on
these findings, our participants reported preferences in the contextual use of each language, with
JC being more favored in the home environment and sE being favored in work and social
contexts. These findings, we posit, reflect the social acceptance and perceived prestige of sE for
use outside of the home. These findings are in line with other research in creole studies, noting
that despite widespread use of JC in Jamaica, there continues to be a perception by some that JC
is inferior to sE (e.g., Migge et al., 2010; Patrick, 2003; Rickford, 1983). We also note that sE
was not enjoyed in the home setting, particularly for the IG. This finding may reflect the IG’s
desire to continue using JC once in the L2 environment to maintain their L1.
Motivation responses were analyzed, examining questions related to both instrumental
and integrative motivation towards JC and sE. For JC, motivation responses indicated that the
less motivated an individual was to speak JC in a work setting or speak JC to provide for their
family, the more evidence of mixing of SVA into the JC narrative. These two findings also
clearly reflected differences between the IG and the NG, with group differences being evident in
both the motivation responses and the amount of SVA mixing. Similarly, for sE, responses again
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reflected group differences, with greater motivation to just improve sE or to improve sE for a
better job; viewing sE as part of one’s cultural identity correlated with less accurate verbmarking in the sE repetition task. Group differences revealed that the NG rated their motivation
to improve English higher, but also exhibited the lowest accuracy of sE verb-marking in the
repetition task. Our data also showed that higher motivation ratings also correlated with lower
accuracy on SVA in sE narratives. We posit that participants who recognize that their sE needs
improvement (in this case, the NG) report being motivated to improve their sE, while those who
do well on the tasks do not (in this case, the IG). We note that the literature reports that high
language proficiency correlates with integrative motivation while instrumental motivation does
not correlate as highly with high proficiency (Samad, Etemadzadeh, & Far, 2012). Recall that
integrative motivation refers to positive attitudes toward a language or integrating into a
language group. By contrast, instrumental motivation refers to functional reasons for learning a
language, such as providing for one’s family or getting a better job (e.g., Gardner & Lambert,
1972; Gardner & MacIntyre, 1991; Samad, Etemadzadeh, & Far, 2012). We found significant
relationships between both integrative and instrumental motivation responses, however, we note
that actual morphosyntactic production in sE was lower for those who were more motivated to
improve. Studies have shown that even despite high motivation and an implicit learning
environment, grammatical structures still may not be mastered by L2 learners of English after
several years, and may even require explicit instruction to master (Schmidt, 1990, 2010).
6.2.3 Impact of self-rated proficiency
When we examined self-rated proficiency findings, we had three seemingly
counterintuitive findings, as JC proficiency increased: 1) JC verb-marking in a narrative
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decreased, 2) sE verb-marking was more accurate in the repetition task, 3) there was more
mixing of SVA into JC narratives. These findings were inconsistent with our predictions as we
anticipated JC proficiency ratings would result in improved JC marking and less mixing of sE
forms into JC tasks. However, the above findings for self-rated proficiency appear to reflect a
stronger positive attitude toward JC rather than actual language proficiency level since JC
proficiency did not correlate with improved JC-marking in JC language tasks. Rather, it appears
that JC proficiency ratings were heavily influenced, again, by group.
Specifically, for self-rated proficiency levels, the IG (in the United States) rated
themselves more highly in JC proficiency than the NG (in Jamaica) who rated themselves as
slightly less proficient. Sand (2013) posits that as Jamaica’s economy improved, some
individuals had greater national self-confidence and pride in their language background, with JC
being representative of the nation’s culture and identity. We posit that as immigrants to the U.S.,
the IG view their JC language abilities as being representative of their culture and part of their
identity in a new environment, while the NG does not need to retain their Jamaican identity, as
they still reside in Jamaica, thus, resulting in the group difference found in proficiency ratings.
6.2.4 Impact of self-reported effort
In response to questions that ask about effort expended in use of a particular language,
there were opposite findings for the two languages. Recall that for self-reported effort,
participants rated how easy or how difficult they find speaking JC or sE. For JC, when
respondents reported that JC was more difficult, they showed more appropriate use of JC verbs
in the narrative task. This finding was skewed by three individuals in the NG who report JC as

61

being very difficult, despite high verb-marking accuracy. We hypothesize that, particularly for
those three individuals, rating JC as difficult is reflective of negative attitudes toward JC.
Wassink (1999) investigated language attitudes toward JC and JE in her study of
Jamaican adults’ language attitudes before and after independence, and observed a difference
among the respondents according to age. Among the older respondents, JC was considered
“broken” English whereas younger respondents described JC as being on a continuum ranging
from dialect (performance speech) to patois (informal speech), slang (informal English) to
English (formal variety taught in school). We investigated if age of our participants impacted
language perception, but our findings did not reveal differences with age. Lack of age differences
in this population can be attributed to the fact that all participants were born at or after Jamaica’s
independence, thus their age may not impact their attitude toward JC, but other factors like
individual or familial attitude toward JC may have contributed to this rating. However, we do not
have sufficient data to test this hypothesis.
For expended effort ratings for sE, participants who rated sE as not difficult exhibited
more accurate morphosyntax in sE language tasks. Although characterized as “effort,” responses
to this question may also be indicative of respondents’ evaluation of their own level of
proficiency in the two languages since levels of difficulty were negatively correlated with sE.
Errors in self-assessment of language proficiency do occur (Ready-Morfitt, 1991) and these
suggest that affective factors, such as positive or negative perception, may bias how individuals
self-assess language proficiency (MacIntyre, Noels, & Clément, 1997).
6.3 Other factors contributing to cross-linguistic influence
We see that performance on JC and sE language tasks correlate with factors such as
context of language use, motivation to using the two languages, self-rated proficiency, and self-

62

reported effort; these factors ultimately contribute to how each participant is using both
languages and the resulting CLI. Further, we posit that differences of morphosyntactic
production between the two language tasks—particularly with the L2—may instead speak to
manner of acquisition. That is, although sE is used as the language of instruction for schools in
Jamaica, the actual quantity and quality of the sE input is highly variable (Nero, 2004). As such,
Jamaicans with opportunity for continued sE use and practice (usually via immigration) may go
on to mastering later-learned morphology, such as the individuals in the IG.
6.4 The role of declarative and procedural memory systems on cross-linguistic influence
Because of the inherent inconsistent and unequal exposure to sE, the differences in
performance between the IG and NG may be accounted for by the declarative-procedural model.
This model can explain the production of sE regular past tense marking versus sE past irregular
verb forms (i.e., past copulas and irregular verbs), which were particularly prevalent in the short
narrative tasks. This general effect can be seen in the heightened use of zero-marked verbs and
use of irregular past tense verbs rather than use of past inflectional morphology in the short
narratives. The declarative-procedural model proposes that both the L1 and the L2 use
declarative memory to store lexical knowledge in different linguistic domains, including
irregular morphology (Ullman 2015). Syntactic and morphological processes in L1 are mediated
by the procedural system typically responsible for other cognitive skills (Paradis 2008; Ullman,
2015). L2 acquisition of syntactic and morphological processes can rely on the procedural
system when acquired early, but the declarative system plays a crucial role in the representation
of grammar if the L2 is acquired late.
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In JC-JE bilingual speakers, sE was introduced and used primarily in school and some
government or official contexts in Jamaica. Such circumscribed use may result in a declarative
level of mastery in sE; in contrast, JC can be found in both formal and informal situations –
allowing for the system to be procedural and highly integrated. As the JC-JE speakers migrate to
L2 settings where there are opportunities to use the language in different contexts, their mastery
of the language becomes more apparent, i.e., it becomes more procedural. This would result in
differential morphosyntactic abilities between the L1 and L2, and would account for the
improved L2 morphosyntax of the IG, as the speakers now have greater opportunities to use the
L2 more often and in different contexts, thus moving from use of the declarative system to the
procedural system.
6.5 The acquisition of L2 morphosyntax
Another explanation for the heightened use of past tense copulas rather than use of past
inflectional morphology among both the IG and NG in the sE short narratives can be the
acquisition of morphosyntax as described by the natural order hypothesis. In this model, copulas
(is, was) are early acquired forms that can be mastered well before both irregular verbs and
regular verbs, as Krashen (1987) posited, seen in Figure 15. This acquisition and mastery of
copulas is supported by the findings of this study, as individuals produced primarily past tense
copulas in the sE narratives, with few participants producing other irregular or regular past tense
verbs.
This pattern of past tense use also explains the differential findings between tasks for sE.
Recall that participants exhibited greater accuracy in sE narratives as compared to sE sentence
repetition. This finding was unexpected, and was the opposite pattern to the finding between
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tasks for JC. We posit that increased accuracy in the narrative task was the result of appropriate
past tense verbs (primarily copulas, was/were) and the flexibility that the narrative provided in
choosing how to express an event in the past, as compared to the repetition task, where
participants were obliged to repeat regular sE verbs in sentences exactly.

Figure 26, from Krashen (1977) cited in Krashen (1987), Average order of second language acquisition

6.6 Preference for zero-marked verb-forms
This study also found increased production of zero-marking (a JC-form) in sE contexts
for both the IG and NG. This is consistent with the competition model (MacWhinney, 1987,
1992; Bates & MacWhinney, 1989); other research has also suggested that the longer one speaks
the L1 before acquiring an L2, the more the L1 influences the L2 during acquisition and use
(Hakuta, Bialystok, & Wiley, 2003). Because the L1 is stronger in late L2 learners, the L1
grammatical constructions influence the L2, due to years of L1 use and practice. As mentioned
previously, zero-marking is an acceptable JC verb-form, thus any use of zero-marking for sE
verbs can be considered evidence of CLI from the L1 to the L2.
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Pre-verbal markers ben and did (and neva for negative) typically mark past tense in JC,
but there are many instances where a zero-marked verb is an acceptable verb-marking; this is one
example of ambiguity in JC where zero-marking may be a conscious choice or whether it is
influenced by the morphosyntactic demands of JC. Patrick (1999b) notes that while linguists
typically refer to pre-verbal markers as typical in JC, most of these accounts reflect basilectal
JC—which more closely reflects the structure of the West African languages that have
contributed to the formation of JC. When examining verb-marking of mesolectal speakers of JC,
the use of pre-verbal markers is less frequent (Patrick, 1999b), as these individuals may have
more influence of their L2 and the lack of pre-verbal markers does not necessarily impact the
meaning of the sentence in context. The participants in this study were selected as mesolectal
speakers, as they have considerable L2 exposure due to several factors, including input from
their secondary education.
Similarly, our findings with respect to the variability of verb-marking are consistent with
other varieties of English (e.g., AAE). Tagliamente & Poplack (1993) describe similar variability
in the tense, mood and aspect markings of AAE, with productions that include pre-verbal
markers (e.g., bin/don) for marking past along with inflectional markings (-t/-d), and also
constructions that permit zero-marked stems. While some research has discussed the potential
ambiguity of whether zero-marked forms mark tense or are simply appearing as a bare verb form
(e.g., Labov, 1984), in the context of our study, participants were instructed to discuss an event
that happened in the past. In response to this query, most participants started with “I remember a
storm in 1988…” which serves the function of setting a temporal frame for their narrative.
Hence, use of past-marking of the verb after that introduction was not obligatory.
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6.7 Production of regular past tense -ed in standardized English
For this reason, we suspect that acquisition of the past tense -ed to have been particularly
challenging for our sample. In the narrative task, they have the option of setting time outside of
the verb phrase, and they often made this choice, suggesting avoidance of a challenging
inflection. In addition, the perceptual saliency of past tense forms is hindered by its occurrence at
the end of a word since this unstressed, post-verb position likely reduces a listener’s
phonological perception of the marker. Thus, for JC-JE speakers, this target is both optional and
perceptually reduced – two factors that reduce the likelihood of use in everyday exchanges. Past
morpheme -ed has also been found to be phonologically less salient in L2 learners of English.
For example, Solt et al. (2003) found past -ed to be reduced among L2 learners of English in
both perception and production, despite their relatively high proficiency in the L2 (English). For
reasons mentioned above, this particular verb-marking could become even more vulnerable in
JC-JE speakers (e.g., Patrick, 2008) therefore rendering the particular form to appear as
incomplete morpheme acquisition (e.g., Krashen, 1987). While we note that the IG produced
more sE past verb inflections than the NG, we also can hypothesize that because of the linguistic
features of this marking and the cognitive load required to mark past tense, using an earlier
acquired grammatical form (i.e., was/were) conveys appropriate past tense meaning. This was
particularly evident in less structured narrative tasks for JC-JE bilingual individuals who may
struggle with producing inflectional morphology.
6.8 Future direction and limitations
Continued research in morphosyntactic CLI is needed to add to the existing body of
knowledge regarding CLI and in particular, CLI as it may occur in JC-JE bilingual speakers.
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Though we have demonstrated bidirectional CLI for JC-JE speakers, the limited number of
participants included in this study along with the limited number of grammatical targets leaves
many unanswered questions. As such, the rather homogenous group of participants here may not
be reflective of the population as a whole nor can this fully account for bidirectional CLI. Further
research that includes JC-JE bilingual speakers with different language backgrounds, education
levels, and language input is needed, as well as exploration of CLI on additional morphosyntactic
forms.
Our findings suggest that the degree to which languages are independently processed or
are interconnected depends to some extent on when and how the L2 is acquired, as Cook (2003)
argued. That is, learning a second language early on may allow speakers to develop relatively
interconnected mechanisms for processing their two languages. For this particular group of JCJE speakers, the L2 is acquired primarily in a formal context, which may result in an asymmetry
in proficiency and persistent CLI, especially if full proficiency in the L2 is not achieved. This
pattern can be viewed as being consistent with Heredia’s (1997) theory that bilinguals represent
languages according to language dominance; although Jamaica is officially an English-speaking
nation, most individuals living in Jamaica are JC-dominant as it is their L1. The degree of
independent versus interconnected processing of L1 and L2 by JC-JE bilingual individuals seems
most clearly affected by manner of L2 acquisition, and as the manner changes (following
immigration), so does the CLI from the L2 to the L1.
Finally, our findings also have implications for L2 learning. When teaching English as a
second language, individual language backgrounds must be carefully considered. As the data has
shown, individuals who learn sE from a young age can exhibit CLI from their L1 across the
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lifespan, particularly in morphosyntactic marking. The variability found in the morphosyntax of
our healthy adult speakers demonstrates that even those who may be considered highly proficient
in sE exhibit difficulty with specific morphosyntactic forms (particularly sE regular past verbmarking) and may require explicit instruction for certain forms (Schmidt, 1990, 2010).
7 Conclusion
In this dissertation we analyzed three morphosyntactic structures that differ between JC
and sE to determine how morphosyntax can be influenced in bilingual speakers who immigrate
to the United States compared to those who remain in Jamaica. We also analyzed how factors
related to migration (e.g., age of arrival, length of residence) and sociolinguistic factors
(language use, attitudes toward the two languages, motivation, self-rated proficiency, and selfreported effort) correlate with morphosyntactic production in both the L1 and the L2. While
bidirectional CLI has been shown in all areas of language in different language pairs (e.g., Jarvis
& Pavlenko, 2007; Odlin, 1989), our study has provided additional evidence that when
morphosyntactic structures vary between two languages, these structures can be subject to CLI
depending on a variety of factors. Moreover, the study of CLI in JC-JE speakers provides insight
into how closely related languages too can be affected greatly by CLI.
We demonstrate that internal (e.g., context of use, motivation) and external (e.g.,
immigration) factors can contribute to overall language practice and use, therefore improving L2
production and retaining L1 forms. Immersion in the L2 environment allows for increased L2
practice and use, but also appears to influence the IG in terms of language attitude and cultural
identity. While those living in Jamaica do not need to highly value speaking JC as a part of their
Jamaican identity, those living in the United States showed a clear attempt to retain their L1 in
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the home as a positive sign of their cultural background. We also found that although L2 learners
may have acquired and can produce a morphosyntactic form, management of these forms can be
impacted by task demands – suggesting a need to evaluate the resilience of vulnerable forms.
Finally, our study provides insight into the variability of morphosyntactic production in
healthy JC-JE bilingual speakers. This preliminary data is the first step in identifying the range of
language variability in this population due to CLI. This data also serves as a basis for comparison
in JC-JE speakers who are language-impaired, where the unpredictable omission or substitution
of grammatical morphemes might be casually mistaken as a feature of JC-JE language, as lack of
grammatical morpheme use can also signal agrammatism. Specifically, structures such as verb
tense-marking, SVA, and COP are the hallmark features of agrammatic speech in English. Based
on our current data, identifying normal variability can aid in the development of culturally and
linguistically appropriate testing and diagnosis for JC-JE individuals with language impairment.
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Appendix A
Adapted from:
Marian, Blumenfeld, & Kaushanskaya (2007). The Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire
(LEAP-Q): Assessing language profiles in bilinguals and multilinguals. Journal of Speech
Language and Hearing Research, 50 (4), 940-967.
Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire (LEAP-Q), Version for Jamaican Creole
Participant
Number
Age
Country of Citizenship

Today’s Date
Male ☐

Female ☐

1

(1) Please list all the languages you know in order of dominance (your strongest language first):
2

1

(2) Please list all the languages you know in order of acquisition (your native language first):
2
(3) Please list what percentage of time you are currently and on average exposed to each language
(Your percentage should add up to 100%)
List language here:
Patois
English
List percentage here:
(4) When choosing to speak with a person who is equally fluent in both English and Patois, what
percentage of the time would you choose to speak each language? Please report percent of total
time. (Your percentages should add up to 100%)
List language here:
Patois
English
List percentage here:
(5) How many years of formal education do you have? ___________________
Please check your highest education level (or the approximate US equivalent to a degree obtained
in another country):
Less than high school
College
Masters
⬜High school

⬜Some university

⬜Ph.D./MD/JD

⬜Professional training
⬜Some college

⬜University
⬜Some graduate school

⬜Other

(6) Date of immigration to the United States, if applicable__________________________
If you have ever immigrated to another country, please provide name of country and date of
immigration:
________________________________________________________________________
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(7) Have you ever had a ⬜vision problem, ⬜hearing impairment, ⬜language disability, or
⬜learning disability? If yes, please explain: _____________________________________
(check all that apply)
All questions below refer to your knowledge of Jamaican Creole (Patois):
(1) Age when you…:
Began acquiring

Became fluent

Began reading Became fluent reading

(2) Please list the number of years and months you spent in each language environment:
Years
A country where Patois is spoken
A family where Patois is spoken
A school/work environment where Patois is spoken

Months

(3) On a scale from one to six, I am proficient in speaking Patois
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

(4) I am proficient in understanding Patois
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

(5) I am proficient in reading Patois
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

(6) Please rate to what extent you are currently exposed to Patois in the following contexts:
Interacting with friends
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

Interacting with family
6- strongly agree

Reading
6- strongly agree

Self-instruction
6- strongly agree

Watching TV
6- strongly agree

Listening to music
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

(7) Please rate to what extent you are currently exposed to English in the following contexts:
Interacting with friends
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree
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2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

Interacting with family
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

Reading
6- strongly agree

Self-instruction
6- strongly agree

Watching TV
6- strongly agree

Listening to music
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

(8) I have a foreign accent when speaking in English
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

(9) I have a foreign accent when speaking in Patois
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

(10) Others identify me as a non-native speaker of American English based on my accent:
6- strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree
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2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

Appendix B
Language-Mixing Questionnaire
Adapted from Li, Sepanski, & Zhao (2006) and Gardner (2004)
Number: ____________
Name of H.S. ____________

Parish____________________

Year of Immigration________________
Please answer the following questions to the best of your knowledge.
PART-A
1. Please specify the age at which you started to speak English in the following situations (write
age next to any situation that applies).
At home _____
In school _____
2. How did you learn your English up to this point? (Check all that apply) Mainly through formal
classroom instruction _____
Mainly through interacting with people _____
A mixture of both _____
TV/Film __________
Other (specify) _____

3. Do you have a foreign accent in the languages you speak? If so, please rate the strength of
your accent on a scale from 1 (not much of an accent) to 6 (very strong accent).
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Language

Accent (Circle one)

Strength

Patois

Y/N

1_2_3_4_5_6_

English

Y/N

1_2_3_4_5_6_

Other______________

4. What language do you usually speak to your mother at home? (If not applicable for any
reason, circle N/A).
a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

5. What language do you usually speak to your father at home? (If not applicable for any reason,
circle N/A).
a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

6. What languages can your caregivers (parents, grandparents etc.) speak fluently? (If not
applicable for any reason, circle N/A)
Caregiver 1:

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Caregiver 2:

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Caregiver 3:

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Caregiver 4:

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

7. What language or languages do your parents usually speak to each other at home? (If not
applicable for any reason, circle N/A)
a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

8. What language do you usually speak to your spouse at home (If not applicable for any reason,
circle N/A)?
a. Patois

b. English

c. Both
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d. N/A

9. What language do you usually speak to your children at home (If not applicable for any
reason, circle N/A)?
First Child:

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Second Child: a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Third Child:

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Fourth Child: a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

10. What language or languages do your children speak to each other at home? (If not applicable
for any reason, circle N/A)
a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

11. In what language did you receive instruction in school, for each schooling level:
Primary

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Secondary

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

High School a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

College

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

a. Patois

12. Estimate, in terms of percentages, how often you use Patois and English (in all daily
activities combined):
Patois _____%
English ______%
Other languages ______% (specify: ____________________)
(Total should equal 100%)
15. Estimate, in terms of percentages, how often you use Patois and English per day for work or
study-related activities (e.g., going to classes, writing papers, talking to colleagues, classmates,
or peers).
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Patois _____ %
English ________ %
Other languages ___________________________ (specify the languages %)
16. In which languages do you usually:
Add, multiply, and do simple arithmetic?
a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Dream?
a. Patois
Express affection?
a. Patois
Express anger/frustration?
a. Patois

17. In which language do you feel you are better for each condition?
Reading

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Writing

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Speaking

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

Understanding speech a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

18. Among the languages you know, which language is the one that you would prefer to use in
these situations?
At home

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

At work

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

At a party

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A

In general

a. Patois

b. English

c. Both

d. N/A
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19. If you have lived or traveled in other countries for more than three months, please indicate
the name(s) of the country or countries, your length of stay, and the language(s) you learned or
tried to learn.
20. If there is anything else that you feel is interesting or important about your language
background or language use, please comment below.

Attitude toward Patois Questionnaire
I enjoy speaking Patois at home.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

I enjoy speaking Patois with my friends.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

I enjoy speaking Patois at work.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

I find speaking Patois easy.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

I find speaking Patois difficult.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

I find speaking Patois valuable at home.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

I find speaking Patois valuable at work.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

Questions About Your Use of Patois
The reason I want to speak Patois is so I will fit in with most Jamaicans.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree
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2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

Learning Patois better with help me at my job.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

I just feel like using Patois, so I don’t lose it.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

I just feel like using Patois.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

Speaking Patois will help me provide for my family.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

I want to keep speaking Patois because it is part of my cultural identity.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

Attitude toward English
I enjoy speaking English at home.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

I enjoy speaking English with my friends.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

I enjoy speaking English at work.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

I find speaking English easy.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

I find speaking English difficult.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

I find speaking English valuable at home.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

I find speaking English valuable at work.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree
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Questions About Your Use of English
The reason I want to improve my English is so I will fit in with most Americans.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

Learning English better with help me at my job.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

I just feel like improving my English.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

I just feel like speaking English.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

Learning English will help me provide for my family.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree

2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

I want to keep speaking English because it is part of my cultural identity.
6 - strongly agree

5 –agree

4 – slightly agree

3 – slightly disagree
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2 – disagree 1 - strongly disagree

Appendix C
Instructions for Short Narrative
Jamaican Creole - Tell mi uh story weh yuh rememba about a staam. Please chat Patois, please nuh chat
English.
English - Tell me a story about a memorable time when there was a hurricane. Please tell the story only
in English now. Please do not use Patois.
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Appendix D
Past tense sentences for the Repetition task

1
2
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

sE
I almost sneezed.
I almost sneezed when dusting the house.
She typed a letter.
She typed a letter to her boss.
I washed my hands.
I washed my hands with soap and water.
She washed the dishes.
She washed the dishes after breakfast.
She studied the math problems.
She studied the math problems before the test.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

He played football.
He played football in front of the house.
I entered the contest.
I entered the contest to win the prize.
She liked the dinner.
She liked the dinner her mother made.
He cooked rice and peas.
He cooked rice and peas for Sunday dinner.

21
22
23
24
25
26

She baked a cake.
She baked a cake for my birthday.
I lived in Kingston.
I lived in Kingston before I moved here.
He pressed the clothes.
He pressed the clothes before bed.

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

She arrested the man.
She arrested the man that robbed the bank.
I mailed a letter.
I mailed a letter to my cousin.
He needed your help.
He needed your help with the house.
She laughed at the man.
She laughed at the man on the tiny bicycle.
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JC
Mi did almos sneeze
Mi did almos sneeze cleanin di house.
She did type a letta.
She did type a letta fi ar boss.
Mi did wash mi hand.
Mi did wash mi hand in soap an wata.
Shi did wash di plate.
Shi did wash di plate afta breakfast.
Shi did study fi di mats problem.
Shi did study fi di mats problem before
di tes.
Him did play football.
Him did play football in front di house.
Mi did enta di contes.
Mi did enta di contes to win di prize.
Shi did like di dinna.
Shi did like di dinna weh ar mada mek.
(H)im did cook rice and peas.
(H)im did cook rice and peas fi Sunday
dinna.
Shi did bake di cake
Shi did bake di cake fi mi birthday
Mi did live a Town
Mi did live a town before mi com yah.
(H)im did press di clothes.
(H)im did press di clothes before him
guh sleep.
Shi did lock up di man.
Shi did lock up di man weh rob di bank.
Mi did mail a letta.
Mi did mail a letta to mi cousin.
(H)im did need yuh help.
(H)im did need yuh help with di house.
Shi did laugh at di man.
Shi did laugh at di man pon di likkle
bicycle.

Appendix E
Correlations for age of acquisition and length of residence
JC Language Tasks

sE Language Tasks

Correlation for

Correlation for

Correlation for

Correlation for

AoA

LOR

AoA

LOR

r = -.410, p = .313

r = .364, p = .376

r = -.339, p = .412

r = .055, p = .896

r = -.317, p = .444

r = -.393, p = .295

r = .600, p = .116

r = -.478, p = .231

JC past verbs - r = -.170, p = .688

r = .324, p = .434

repetition
JC past verbs - r = -.547, p = .204

sE past verbs repetition

r = .546, p = .205

narrative

sE past verbs narrative

SVA in JC r = .459, p = .253

r = -.238, p =

SVA in sE

narratives

.571

narratives

r = -.569, p =

Copula use in

.183

sE past

Copula mixing r = .192, p = .680
in JC past
narrative

narrative

N = 7 (only the IG); JC = Jamaican Creole; sE = standardized English
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Appendix F
Correlation for frequency of use (FOU)
sE Language Tasks

JC Language Tasks
Correlation for FOU
JC past verbs -

r = - .263, p = .324

repetition
JC past verbs -

sE past verbs -

r = .360, p = .156

repetition
r = - .288, p = .279

narrative
SVA in JC

Correlation for FOU

sE past verbs -

r = .275, p = .303

narrative
r = - .168, p = .535

SVA in sE narratives

r = .156, p = .551

Copula mixing in JC r = - .074, p = .786

Copula use in sE past

r = .041, p = .880

past narrative

narrative

narratives

N = 17 (except JC past narratives, N = 16; missing data from P008), JC = Jamaican Creole, sE
= standardized English
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Appendix G
Correlations for context of use (COU)
TASK

COUwork

COUfluent

COUexp

JC past VM – repetition

r = -.120, p = .670

r = .011, p = .969

r = -.231, p = .390

JC past VM – short narrative

r = .333, p = .226

r = -.308, p = .245

r = .536, p = .032*

sE past VM - repetition

r = .311, p = .241

r = -.429, p = .086

r = .162, p = .534

sE past VM – short narrative

r = .050, p = .859

r = -.131, p = .629

r = .100, p = .712

SVA in JC narrative

r = -.154, p = .585

r = .511, p = .043*

r = -.487, p = .056

SVA in sE narrative

r = .202, p = .453

r = -.113, p = .665

r = .127, p = .626

COP in JC past narrative

r = -.272, p = .326

r = .365, p = .164

r = -.327, p = .216

COP in sE past narrative

r = .341, p = .213

r = -.083, p = .760

r = .166, p = .540

N = 17 (except JC past narratives, N = 16), JC = Jamaican Creole, sE = standardized English,
SVA = subject-verb agreement, COP = copula use, VM = verb-marking
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Appendix H
Correlations for attitudes toward the two languages
TASK

ATThome

ATTfriends

ATTwork

ATTvalhome

ATTvalwork

JC past VM–

r = -.118, p = .676

r = -.500, p = .068

r = .108, p = .710

r = .259, p = .370

r = .112, p = .703

r = .072, p = .806

r = -.261, p = .368

r = .178, p = .542

r = -.035, p = .906

r = .125, p = .671

r = -.443, p = .130

r = .204, p = .467

r = .467, p = .092

r = -.133, p = .638

r = .305, p = .289

r = -.052, p = .873

r = .374, p = .187

r = .051, p = .869

r = -.123, p = .686

r = .231, p = .448

r = .408, p = .147

r = .189, p = .518

r = .142, p = .628

r = .273, p = .345

r = .171, p = .560

r = -.057, p = .854

r = .396, p = .144

r = .513, p = .061

r = .006, p = .984

r = .269, p = .352

r = .078, p = .790

r = .370, p = .193

r = -.226, p = .438

r = .344, p = .228

r = -.022, p = .940

r = .171, p = .542

r = .112, p = .691

r = .144, p = .609

r = .264, p = .341

r = .267, p = .336

repetition
JC past VM –
narrative

sE past VM repetition
sE past VM –
narrative
SVA in JC
narrative
SVA in sE
narrative
COP in JC past
narrative
COP in JC
narrative

VM = verb-marking, SVA = subject-verb agreement, COP = copula use, ATThome – I enjoy speaking JC/sE at home, ATTfriends
- I enjoy speaking JC/sE with my friends, ATTwork – I enjoy speaking JC/sE at work, ATTvalhome – I find speaking JC/sE
valuable at home, ATTvalwork – I find speaking JC/sE valuable at work
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Appendix I
Correlations for motivation for language use
TASK

MOTfit

MOTjob

MOTlose

MOTbetjob

MOTfamily

MOTid

JCP VM–

r = .109, p = .837

r = .474, p = .342

r = .051, p = .924

r = .101, p = .850

r = .166, p = .754

r = .031, p = .953

JCPVM –

r = -.214, p =

r = -.214, p =

r = .-.129, p =

r = -.155, p =

r = -.276, p =

r = .000, p = 1.00

narrative

.646

.646

.783

.740

.549

sEPVM -

r = -.577, p =

r = .262, p = .572

r = .640, p = .121

r = .295, p = .521

r = -.710, p =

r = -.034, p =

repetition

.175

.074

.943

sEPVM –

r = -.447, p =

r = -.297, p =

r = -.433, p =

r = .000, p = 1.00

narrative

.374

.568

.391

SVA in JC

r = .409, p = .420

r = -.265, p =

r = -.362, p =

.612

.481

r = -.166, p =

r = -.849, p =

.722

.016*

r = .240, p = .604

r = .380, p = .388

repetition

r = .000, p = 1.00

r = .461, p = .358

r = .000, p = 1.00

r = .173, p = .744

narrative
SVA in sE

r = .808, p =

r = -.312, p =

narrative

.028*

.495

COP JCP

r = .167, p = .721

r = .624, p = .135

narrative

r = .278, p = .547

r = -.101, p =

r = .155, p = .769

r = .490, p = .264

r = .000, p = 1.00

.830

VM = verb-marking, SVA = subject-verb agreement, COP = copula use, MOTfit – I want to improve my JC/sE to fit in, MOTjob
- Learning JC/sE will help me at my job , MOTlose/imp – I speak JC/sE because I don’t want to lose it; I want to improve it,
MOTbetjob – I want to improve my JC/sE to get a better job, MOTfamily – Speaking JC/sE will help me provide for my family,
MOTid – I want to speak JC/sE because it’s part of my cultural identity
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Appendix J
Correlations for self-rated proficiency (SRP)
TASK

SRP

JC past VM - repetition

r = .089, p = .743

JC past VM - narrative

r = -.511, p = .043*

sE past VM - repetition

r = .581, p = .014*

sE past VM – narrative
SVA in JC narratives

r = .770, p = .000**

SVA sE narratives

r = .036, p = .889

COP JC past narratives

r = .549, p = .027*

COP sE past narratives

r = .013, p = .962
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Appendix K
TASK

Effort - Easy

Effort - Difficult

JC past VM - repetition

r = .041, p = .889

r = -.339, p = .235

JC past VM - narrative

r = -.057, p = .847

r = .533, p = .050*

sE past VM - repetition

r = .154, p = .584

r = -.578, p = .028*

sE past VM - narrative

r = -.069, p = .815

r = -.632, p = .015*

SVA in JC narratives

r = .464, p = .094

r = -.400, p = .157

SVA sE narratives

r = -.004, p = .989

r = -.640, p = .010*

COP in JC past narratives

r = .248, p = .393

r = -.276, p = .339

COP in sE past narratives

r = .398, p = .159

r = -.229, p = .432
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Appendix L
Jamaican Creole (JC) Questionnaire Responses
Immigrant Group (IG) Median
Age of immigration
Length of residence
Proficiency when speaking JC on scale from 1 (not
proficient) to 10 (proficient)
Use of JC in Daily Activities (%)
Use of JC in Work/Study-Related Activities (%)
Percent time you would choose to speak JC when
speaking with a person who is equally fluent in both
(%)

30
17
9

Non-Immigrant Group (NG)
Median
N/A
N/A
6

50
15
70

80
65
50

Percent time you are currently exposed to JC per day
(%)

40

75

I enjoy speaking JC at home on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

6

6

I enjoy speaking JC with my friends on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

6

6

I enjoy speaking JC at work on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

4

4.5

I find speaking JC valuable at home on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

6

5

I find speaking JC valuable at work on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

4

4

The reason I want to speak JC is so I will fit in with
most Jamaicans

4

5

Learning JC better will help me at my job

1

2

I just feel like using JC so I won't lose it

3.5

5

I want to improve my JC to get a better job

1

3

Speaking JC will help me provide for my family

2

4

I want to keep speaking JC because it is part of my
cultural identity

5.5

5

I find speaking JC easy on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

5

5

I find speaking JC difficult on a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

1

3
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Immigrant Group (IG)
Responses
JC = 5; sE = 2
Both = 0

Non-Immigrant Group
(NG) Responses
JC = 4; sE = 3
Both = 3

Language you speak to your mother at
home (English, JC, both)

JC = 2; sE = 3; Both = 2

JC = 3; sE = 2; Both = 5

Language you speak to your father at
home (English, JC, both)

JC = 2; sE = 3; Both = 2

JC = 3; sE = 2; Both = 4

What language do your parents speak to
each other at home (English, JC, both)

JC = 3; sE = 2; Both = 2

JC = 2; sE = 3; Both = 5

What language do you usually speak to
your children at home

JC = 1; sE = 2; Both = 2

JC = 0; sE = 2; Both = 7

What language do you speak to your
spouse at home (English, JC, both)

JC = 3; sE = 2; Both = 2

JC = 3; sE = 2; Both = 4

Which language would you prefer to use in
general
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standardized English (sE) Questionnaire Responses
Immigrant
Group (IG)
Median
30
17
50

Immigrant
Group (IG)
Range
16
19
80

Non-Immigrant
Group (NG)
Median
N/A
N/A
20

Non-Immigrant
Group (NG)
Range
N/A
N/A
40

Use of sE in Work/Study-Related Activities (%)
Percent time you would choose to speak English
when speaking with a person who is equally fluent
in both (%)
Percent time you are currently exposed to sE per
day (%)
I enjoy speaking sE at home on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

30
30

70
70

35
50

89
70

60

70

25

70

3

4

5

3

I enjoy speaking sE with my friends on a scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

4

4

4

3

I enjoy speaking sE at work on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

6

3

5

4

I find speaking sE valuable at home on a scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

4

4

5

2

I find speaking sE valuable at work on a scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

6

2

5

2

The reason I want to improve my sE is so I will fit
in with most Americans
Learning sE better will help me at my job

5

3

5

5

4.5

2

5

4

I just feel like improving my English

3

2

5

3

I want to improve my English to get a better job

4

2

5

3

Learning English will help me provide for my
family
I want to keep speaking English because it is part
of my cultural identity
I find speaking English easy on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)
I find speaking English difficult on a scale from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree)

4

2

5

4

2.5

2

5

3

5

4

5

4

2

3

4

4

Age of immigration
Length of residence
Use of sE in Daily Activities (%)
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Appendix M
Immigrant group narrative sample
JC
Well, I remember Hurricane Gilbert, as other people tuh com up, we neva really have food in
duh hous and dem ting dem, we neva have money fi buy food and dem tings so, Hurricane
Gilbert was like a blessing and a curse at the same time, because as soon as we get the first wind
that can run go outside whila the breeze a blow an di staam a come, and brok inta the
supamarket and the shop dem, that's what we did. And we got whole of the canned food and stuff,
and that's how mi and my mada dem eat and my sista and brudu dem eat, tru-out the nex couple
weeks, just becaus Hurricane Gilbert.
sE
As a kid I remembered a storm called Hurricane Gilbert. We was very poor at that time, we
didn't have much food and stuff like that. But um, that storm came and as kind of a blessing and
a curse at the same time, because of course unfortunately a lot of people got killed. But um, ya
know, during the storm we were actually running around and that's how a lot of people got
killed, because there thing uh flyin around and cuttin people heads off and all types of stuff. But
we was runnin around the storm, um, breaking into supermarkets and shops and stores and uh,
getting canned food, and that actually helped us uh for the past coming weeks even though stuff
was so bad there was nothing, no light or anything, but that kinda helped us to have something to
eat during that time period.
Non-immigrant group narrative sample
JC
Well mi rememba gilbert who rememba gilbert, yuh rememba giblert? When all a da roof dem
blow off, an when di breeze come down, an mi a tell you. Say whole a da rain start wata staat
comin in di house. An den wen yuh look it..stamm tun back. dat time wi tink the stamm di done
yuh know boy stamm tun back. An den di whole a da breeze jus lif off duh roof top. My god,
ackee tree drop down, breadfruit tree drop down, all type a tree drop down a groun. A look a
duh climb breadfruit tree climb it now, cuh breadfruit de a ground. A look climb ackee tree get it
june plum tree get it. My God. You see roof a fly like satellite dish. Wuh? All parrot fly away. All
dem rich people up a di hill hav dem parrot, parrot com nuh guh lan. Mi tell you, a dat a ded
stamm, gilbert, numba one stamm
sE
Well I have to tell you about Gilbert again. When we had Gilbert, I remember that all the roof
came off the houses. The rain came down very heavy. And when the breeze started blowing,
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everyone, everyone including the children, had to hide under the table . Because if the roof came
off and then the house came down the table is the safest place to be.
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